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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wir tHe commencement of the sittings on Tuesday last the 
majority of the judges were to be found in their places, the most 
notable absentees, for causes unknown, being the Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice Norra. The Lord Chief Justice took his 
seat on Wednesday, but Mr. Justice Norra was not at his post 
until Thursday. Accustomed as the profession are to losing the 
eervices of this learned and esteemed judge for one day at the 
beginning of the sittings, and occasionally one day at the end, 
some adverse remarks on this extra two days’ holiday have not 


unnaturally found expression. 


Tue return of Mr. Justice Kay after his illness 
with a congratulatory speech by = ep ee 
learned judge’s health has improved, but his appearance 
first day of the sittings gave the idea that a few days’ more 
would in his case have proved serviceable. Since that day, how- 
ever, he has ap more fitted for his work, and likely to i 
the hope he himself expressed that he should be able to perform 





A snort Acr, which became law on the 22nd ult. (53 Vict. ¢. 7), 
and which is to be-cited as ‘‘ The Commissioners for Oaths Amend- 
ment Act, 1890,” provides that ‘An affidavit to be used in a 
county court may be sworn before any commissioner to administer 
oaths in the Court of Chancery of the county palatine of Lancaster 
not being a registrar of a county court.” 





We report eleewhere a case of Reg. v. Judge of the City of 
London Court, which should operate as a caution to those members 
of the profession who make use cf FS aga in producing copies 
of affidavits and other documents. ere does not ap —S, to be any 
objection to filing type-written affidavits, provided 
writing be done in the method prescribed by the practice and 
of court. In the case mentioned the affidavits were type-written 
on one side of the paper only, and the Divisional Court was clearly 
of opinion that affidavits so written ought not to be filed, as 
do not comply with ord. 38, r. 7, which requires affidavits to to be 
re or printed ‘ bookwise.” The term  bockwise” is 
espa the most unmistakably definite expression which could 

used ; but (for a role of court) it in an clear as can be expected. 
Tt may be taken to mean that an afldavit is is to 
printed continuously, without a break, from 
book, the writing to be on both sides 
does : ap advisable that there sh 
rule, which is based on the old — 
as to affidavits. No rule ought to 
prevent fraudulent alteration => 
time of its being sworn and the ti 
is obvious that it would be an on matter for a 
to tamper with an affidavit written only on ie 
os 
The only safeguard ageinet such 
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commissioners for oaths to refuse to swear affidavits drawn in such governed as any continental nation. The attention of solicitors 
s manner, and the only way in which the court can keep commie- | i is directed to’ this point, with the view of 
sionera informed of their duty in this respect is by rigidly refusing | their taking concerted énd immediate ‘action upon “it.” There 









to file affidavits so written and sworn to. | are wise and weighty words, stating, far better than we 








We neraint in another column the latest edition of the Public’ 
Trustee Bill, which was in the paper of the House of Commons te be. 
read a second time on Thursday last. The clause (12) relating to the 
employment of solicitors. remains unaltered, but we hope that in 
sub-clause (2) the words “he ¢halJ, on the application or with the 
assent of any of such persons,” will be substituted for ‘‘ he may, on 
the application,” &c. As the elause stands at present, there is 
nothing to oblige the public trustee to give effect to the wish of 
the beneficiaries that any particular solicitor shall be employed in 
the trust matters instead of the solicitor of the public trustee. We 
print elsewhere in full the report of the Liverpool Law Society on 
this Bill, and again desire to draw special attention to their obser- 
vations on the fact that under it; officialism, ‘‘ although sometimes 
voluntarily adopted by a settlor, may in other cases be compul- 
sorily imposed,” end to their remarks on the clause which requires 
the court having jurisdiction in probate matters to consider the 
public trustee as in law entitled equally with any other person to 
a grant of letters of administration. ‘‘It is easy,” they say, ‘‘ to 
foresee that in every case of a family dispute the public trustee 
‘would naturally be selected by the court in: preference to one of the 
next of kin.”” We have previously poitited out that, under clauee 2 

- of the Bill, the court may appoint: the public trustee sole trustee of 
any English will or settlement, 





Tue Covet or Aprzat, in Re Sharp, Rickett v. Sharp (which we 
report elsewhere), have thrown somelittle light on the meaning of the 
curious expression sometimes used in investment clauses—‘‘ public 
company.” But why the word “ public” should be used, we have 
never been able to understand, and the decision does not help us 
to am answer. In the case before the court, the term was used in 
conjunction’ with a prior specification of railway companies— 

- debentures or securities of any railway or other public company ”’ ; 
from which it was suggested that the term “ public company,” ab 
used in that particular case, meant a company constituted by a 
special Act of Parliament, in the same way as railway companies 
are constituted ; or, at all events, a company formed for the purpose 
of ing on a business analogous to that of a railway company. 
But the Court of Appeal held that the term “‘ public company,”’ even 
as used in that particular case, included companies incorporated 
under. the Companies Act, 1862; such companies owed their 
existence to a particular Act of Parliament, and their memoranda 
and articles of association were public documents, and their shares 
were transferable. Companies possessing these characteristics 
could not, Lord Justice Oorron said, be-excluded from the descrip- 
tion of ‘public companies.”. From which the somewhat, odd 
result would appear to follow that, where an investment clause 
expressly restricts investment to debentures of “ public companies,” 
it will nevertheless authorize investment in the debentures of the 

_ go-called “ private companies” which have become so numerons of 
* .” (ete years ; for these have all the above-mentioned cheracteristics. 





We atve elsewhere the purport of a report by the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society,:and a report by the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies, on Sir Aisert Rotii’s Bankrupte 
Bill. - The concluding sentence of the latter sums up wi 
admirable terseness and truth the really important point 
connected with the principle of this and other recent measures. 
“The Bankruptcy Act, 1883,” the societies say, ‘‘ intrusted 
to the Board of Trade a large amount of work, legal and 
administrative, which had previously been in the hands of pro- 
fessional men in London and the country, and, as has been 
aa pointed out, the chief object of the present Bill is to 
extend and complete this system of centralized office management. 
The Companies Winding-up Bill of the present session is framed 
on the same principle. The Land Transfer Bills of 1888 and 1889 
were an ea, 7 to deal with conveyancing. business in exactly the 

‘same way. If this process is suifered to go on, England will 
soon become, in many important respects, as bureaucratically 


























have ever stated it, the 'tendeney against which we have 
| unceasingly protested during the last few years. 
historians will have to note with amazement that a Government 
which has for its head an eminent statesman who jeers at the 
attempts.of ‘‘ our grandmother the State” to manage everything, 
and for its Lord Chancellor a lawyer who is generally understood 
to dislike innovations and Socialism. 
smoke, and to have framed. his.political views on those of Lord 
Expon, should have attempted more in the direction of bureaucratic 
government than any Administration of recent times. We earnestly 
hope that the Association of Provincial Law Societies will take 
measures to carry out their suggestion of ‘‘ concerted and immediate 
action ”’ upon this most important matter. 


Future 


almost as much as tobacco 





Ir WILL BE OBSERVED that, in both the reports above aliuded to, 


it is remarked that no reason can be discovered for the proposed 
change enabling a creditor for £20 to force immediate bankruptcy. 
It is quite in accordance with the recent strange inversion of opinions 
hitherto held.that ‘‘ B.”’ (presumably Lord Buamwet, the chief 
opponent hitherto. of the interference of ‘‘our grandmother the 
State’) should come forward in the Zimes of Thursday to defend 
the provisions of Sir Arsert Rorxrr’s~Bill;-so -fer as it provides 
for the reduction of the amount of: the -petitioning creditor’s debt, 
and for the practical extinction of ‘private deeds of arrangement. 


His argament appears to be mainly based’ on the assumed fact 


that, practically, no one but a single creditor for £50 can 


present a petition. He points out that, according to a par- 


liamentary return, “it appears that of the total number of 


creditors in bankrupt estates, there is.only about one-tenth 
whose claims exceed £50. The proportion in the High Court 
is somewhat higher, but in the twelve largest districts through- 
out the country the figures for the six months ending 31st 
December ‘last are as follows :—Number of creditors of £50 and 


upwards, 1,894; . ditto, below £50, 16,757”; from which he 


concludes that ‘‘ only the merest fraction-of the creditors through- 
out the country have power to resort to the Bankruptcy 
Oourt, and probably this accounts to a large extent for the 
number of private deeds of arrangement, which are carried 
through . outside, of the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act.” 
That would be a forcible argument if it were the fact that 
a petition must necessarily be presented by one creditor whose 
debt amounts to £50. But Lord Bramwett is, of course, perfectly 
well aware that any two or more creditors, whose debts together 
amount to £50, can combine to present a petition ; and, indeed, in 
two lines of his letter (very likely to be overlooked by Jay readers) 
he admits this. But he says that ‘“‘ creditors are generally 
complete strangers to each other—in fact, they are unknown to 
each other, and cannot combine.” Isthissoreally? Is itnot well 
known in a country town who are likely to be the creditors of any 
trader? Do not trade creditors know the wholesale houses with 
which their debtors deal, and is it not tolerably certain that, if they 
were not disposed to consent to a private arrangement, they could 
easily find means of communicating with other creditors? Surely 
Lord Bramwett can hardly have considered the passage of his 
letter in which he says:—“It is true that no creditor can be 
compelled to assent to a private deed of arrangement, but the 
alternative if he does not do so is that he gets nothing. The 
expense of initiating bankruptcy proceedings would itself, as a 
rule, be sufficient.to deter small creditors from incurring the cost 
of proceedings in the Bankruptcy Court, but when to this is added 
the fact that such creditors are entirely disqualified from presenting 
a petition at all, it will be seen. how unjust is the operation of the 
law in this respect.” How can it be said that such creditors are 
“entirely disqualified from presenting a petition at all,” when any of 
them, with the requisite. concurrence, can present a petition ? 
Lord Bramwett is no doubt right about the cost of bankruptcy 
proceedings; it appears from the report of the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies that, aceording to information obtained by the 
Birmingham Law Society, ‘‘the costs of realization by the official 
receiver are about. t @ non-official trustee in 


hirty per cent. ; 
bankruptcy about twenty per cent. ; in private arrangements 
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about seven per cent.” This is quite enough to explain the 
preference of creditors for private arrangements, 





Tne pectsron of Mr. Justice Norra in Re The Crown Bank (Limited) 
(ante, p. 505) ap to be a sufficiently plain application of the 
recognized principles upon which an. order for winding up a 
company can be made under the. ‘‘ just and equitable” clause of 
section 79 of the Companies Act, 1862. It was pointed out in the 
udgment of Lord Carmns in Re Suburban Hotel Oo. (15 W. RB. 
1096, L. R. 2. Ch, 737) that a company might properly. be wound 
ap if it-were shewn to the court that the whole substratum of the 

artnership, the whole of the business which the company was 
incorporated to carry on, had become impossible ; and to determine 
this it was necessary, on the principle of the partnership case of 
Baring v. Dix (1 Cox, 213), to have regard to the true intent and 
meaning of the memorandum of association. The rule thus laid 
down was applied by the Court of Appeal in Re Haven Gold 
Mining Co. (30 W. R. 389, 20 Ch. D. 151), and in Re German 
Date Coffee Oo. (30 W. R. 717, 20 Ch. D. 169). In the former 
case a company had been established to acquire and work a gold 
mine in New Zealand, and had power generally to acquire es 
in that country “or elsewhere.” It turned out, however, that 
no title to the particular mine could be obtained, and a winding-up 
order was made against the wishes of the great majority of the 
shareholders in spite of the general words contained in the memo- 
randum. “No doubt,” said Jxssezr, M.R., “there are general 
words in the memorandum and articles of association extending the 
right to work mineral property generally; but the object of the 
company, or the special object in the memorandum of association, 
is to work this gold mine; and the point which I have to consider 
is whether there is any mine at all as to which the company has a 
title or a contract which may eventuate in title.” The law on the 
subject was also very clearly laid down by Kay, J., in Re German 
Date Ooffee Co. in a judgment emphati of approved by the Court 
of Appeal. The company in that case been formed to work a 
German patent, and the memorandum contained words empowering 
it to acquire other inyentions having a similar object. The 
expected German’ patent was never granted, but the company 
purchased a Swedi oo and also established works in Germany, 
where they carried on business without any patent at all. Here, again, 
although the large majority of the shareholders wished to continuethe 
business, a winding-up order was made. This was put by Kay, J., 
after a consideration of all the previous cases, on the ground that, 
“‘where on the face of the memorandum you see there is a 
distinct purpose which is the foundation of the company, then, 
although the memorandum may contain other general words which 
include the doing of other objects, those general words must be 
read as ancillary to that which the memorandum shews to be the 
main , and if the main purpose fails, and fails altogether, 
then, within the language of Lord Carmns in the Suburban Hotel 
Oo.’s case, and within the decision of Baring v. Diz, the sub- 
stratum of the association fails.” In the present case of the 
Crown Bank, the primary object of the company was to carry on 
a banking business in Northamptonshire, but the memorandum 
contained also various wide powers, including the carrying on of 
financial operations of every kind, and the investing of the money 
of the bank in stocks and shares generally. ‘Asa mattér of fact, 
the local banking business: was tried and failed, and then’ the 
directors, while nominally carrying on ‘a banking business in 
London, really devoted themselves ‘to speculating in stocks and 
shares. Under these circumstances, if seems sufficiently clear that 
the substratum of’ the company’s businéss was’ gone within the 
principle of the above cases; for although there’ was not the 
complete impossibility — on the main business which there 
existed, yet the attempts to do so had in fact ended in failure, and 


the general words in the memorandum, whatever might be their 


literal meaning, could not authorize the carrying on of a business 
of a totally different kind. 





Tux case of Re Wolmershauson (88 W. R. 587) bay to be. 


the first direct decision that, where the, liabilities ofa principal 
and a surety are several, a payment or acknowledgment: by the, 


principal dees not prevent the Statute of Limitations from 





in fayour of the surety.. In. Whitcombe v.. Whiting (1 8m: L. C. 


| sibly lend to the raising 
wi 


618) it was settled—indeed before the 
Law Amendment 





w Act, 1856—that the acknow Rarpenye 
several drawers of a joint and several 
wrte out of the statute as 4 
whether the drawers are on the same footing, or are in sitio 
of principal and surety. But the decision was characterized 
Lord Exrrenzoroven, C.J., in Brandram v. Wharton ( & 
463), as full of hardship, and in Atkine v. Tredgold (2 B. & C.°23) 
this expression of opinion was 
not to be extended. On the 
14 of the Act above mentioned, whi 
are two or more c0-contractors or y 
liable jointly only, or jointly and severally, no one 
is to lose the benefit of the Statute of Limitations 
of any payment made by another; and in Cockrill v. 
(11 W. R. 428, - H. & C. = was held 
applied in favour of a surety wi a paymen' 
anne by his principal, the two being jointly an 
rally liable on a promissory note. Previously, then, 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, it does not appear that 
principle of Whitcombe v. Whiting would have been extend 
the case where the liability of principal and surety is se 
if it had been supposed that there was any probab 
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being done, provision for the case would dou have been made 
by the statute. Consequently, as Srratine, J., pointed out, it 
would be strange if, after ard es of that Act in favour of 
joint debtors, it were held that old , which in their case 
had been abolished, was still to be applied in the case of debtors 
whose liability is several. It may not be generally recognized 


that while payments are being made by 
running in favour of the surety, and in Re 
which was a case upon the liability of the 
gagor, Fry, L.J., expressed an opinion that, I 
interest are made punctually by the mortgagor u 
be contrary both to good sense and to the ordinary understanding 
as to the nature and effect of such arrangements, if it-was held 
that the remedy against the surety:was not kept alive by those 
payments. The case, however, depended on omewh: 
difficult construction of section 8 of the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874, and, although it may express a common opinion with 
regard to sureties gen , it, is no authority upon the present 
point. The statute, i 
moment when his liability first commences, and this fact is 
altered by anything that may be done by other persons who 
liable in respect of the same debt. 
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An ritusrration of the legal difficulties which may be expected 
to attend the establishment of companies for the purpose of under- 
taking the office of trustee is afforded by the decision of Mr. Jus- 
tice Marnew in The Law Guarantee and Trust Society (Limited) 
and Hunter v. The Bank of England (38 W. R. 493). The plaintiffs 
in that case desired to take a transfer of Consols into their own name 
as trustees, but the whole theory of trusteeship in modern times, so 
far as the ownership of property goes, reste upon the fact that trus- 
tees take in joint tenancy with the right of survivorship incident 
thereto, and a joint tenancy between a corporation and an indi- 
vi say the, old books, is,.a thing impossible. There is no 
identity in the estates, one being, in the case of real estate, to the 
corporation and its successors, and the other to the individual and 
his heirs. These cannot, be blended in the manner necessary for 
the creation of @ joint tenancy, and the eame doctrine has been 
laid down with regard to personal estate. . Moreover, as the cor- 
poration never dies, there is no mutual chance of survivorship. All 
this being sufficiently clear, the Bank objected that, if they allowed 
the tran Ma.» lananey ia sheep. wopla. Be cote is ited, and 
each would be entitled to deal separately with their or his 
share, Hence the burden would be thrown upon the Bank of 
discovering what the share ig ter visions, too, of trouble with 
cestuis que trust loomed large in the dist 
clearly shewn in thé argument what these troubles would be, and 
Marnew, J., did not attempt to define them: But the fact seems 
Ot sired to ae aie clas con 
their books interests ofa new kind, terests which 
of questions which the Bank has hitherto, 
the eanction of the law, avoided. Tt may seem curious to 
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have to settle a matter of business of this kind by reference to 
ancient rules applicable properly to interests in real estate, but 
the it system by which the legal estate is, with safety to all 
caitlin, vested in trustees in whose name alone the stock is regis- 
tered, is founded upon it, and the burden of changing the rules of 
Jaw s0 as to vest the legal estate, with safety and without risk of 
inconvenience, in trustee companies would seem to be cast upon 
those who promote them. 





Tue Courr or Apprat have affirmed very emphatically the recent 
judgment of Lord Corzrmes, C.J., and Maruew, J., striking off the 
rolls the solicitor who had, according to the report of the Disci- 
pline Committee of the Incorporated Law Society, allowed a debt 
collector to ure his name in the institution of legal proceedings. 
A preliminary objection was taken, on behalf of the society, 
that the matter was a criminal one, and that consequently no 
a lie, but this. was overruled. Section 32 of the 

icitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), provides for the punish- 
ment both of the offending solicitor and of the person who uses 
hisname. As to the latter, he may be imprisoned for any period 
not exceeding one year; and since, apart from this section, the 
court has no control over him, his offence is a criminal one, and 
the penalty is of the same nature as the penalties attached to 
other crimes. But with regard to the solicitor it is different. 
The court already has disciplinary power over him, and the sec- 
tion appears to do no more than regulate its use. Consequently 
the direction that he may be struck off the rolls does not die- 
tinguish the case from an ordinary case of discipline, and the 
offence is not thereby turned into a criminal one s0 as to prevent 
an sppeal. The reasoning is intelligible, though possibly a little 
refined. But, while the appeal was thus allowed to be heard, 
that was all the advantage the appellant got. 








sare PRACTICE AS TO DEFENDANT FIRMS. 
t decisions on the Rules of the Supreme Court as to actions 
wherein the defendants are partners sued in the name of the firm 
have served at least one good purpose—they have emphasized 
strongly the necessity, which has long been felt, for an amendment 
of these rules. We refer primarily to the well-known case of 
Davies v. André (38 W.R. 437, 24 Q. B. D. 598), which has 
swept away the makeshift arrangement established by the practice 
masters as far back as 1887, under which a person served as a 
aoe, but who oo - = a. was enabled to enter a species 
arance under protest, in order to prevent his private 8 
from wee taken in execution under a judgment pelt we the aem 
sued. That makeshift arrangement was invented to meet an un- 
doubted difficulty and to prevent injustice being done, and after 
being resorted to in a great number of cases for a period of three 
during which it was found to answer its purpose well, it has 
swept away by the decision referred to, and the rules have 
been left once more in all the nakedness of their imperfection. 

The rules as to partners sued in the name of their firm may, s0 
far as the particular point in question is concerned, be summarized 
as follows :— 

Ord. 16, r. 14.—Any two or more persons liable as co- 
partners may be sued in the name of their respective 


Ord, 9, r. 6.—Where persons are so sued as partners. Ti 
shail be served either— sate 
ts Upon any one or more of the partners ; or, 
6) At the principal place of business of the firm on 
any person having at the time the manage- 
_ or control of the partnership business 
ete. 

Ord. 12, r. 15.—Where partners are sued in the name of their 
firm, they shall appear individually in their own names, 
but all subsequent proceedings shall continue in the name 
of the firm. 

Ord. 42, r. 19.—Where a judgment or order is against 
execution may issue Bar order — 

(4) Against any property of the p- 
(6) Against any person who sppeared as a 








er, or who has admitted that he is, or 
as been adjudged to be, a partner. 
(c) Against any person who has been served as a 
partner and who bas failed to appear. 

It is a common occurrence, in an action against a firm, that the 
plaintiff serves the writ upon a person whom he believes to be a 
prone, but who is not one. What is such a person to do? 

rior to Davies v. André the practice was as follows :—Action 
against Jones & Co. Service on Smith as a partner. a yy. 
by Smith ‘served as a partner but who denies that he is a 

er. 

The plaintiff had two courses open to him. (1) He could either 
serve a veritable partner; or (2) he could serve the person having 
the management or control of the business at the principal place 
of business. In either of those events Smith’s appearance would 
be no bar to a judgment in default against the firm, because the 
appearance of a person served as a partner, but denying partner- 
ship, could not stand as a bar to judgment against the firm, pro- 
vided the plaintiff could shew that the writ had been other- 
wise properly served on the firm. And having obtained his judg- 
ment against the firm, he could take execution against the firm’s 
goods, and he could also apply, under ord. 42, r. 10, for an order 
for execution against Smith. Unless Smith could shew that hé 
was not a partner, such an order would be made, or the issue as to 
whether or not Smith was a partner would be ordered to be tried. 

But under the practice established by Davies v. André, Smith, 
though he is not a partner in the firm, is left absolutely powerless 
to protect himself from having an execution put into his private 
house. The plaintiff serves him believing him to be a partner. 
He cannot appear at all. He cannot appear as a partner under 
ord. 12, r. 15, because he is not a er, and cannot so describe 
himself; and Davies v. André has decided that he cannot appear 
with a denial of partnership. The plaintiff swears that he served 
‘* Smith, a partner in the defendant firm ”—and let it be observed, 
in passing, that such affidavits are made on the most slender 
information as to the fact of partnership. The plaintiff thereupon 
takes judgment against the firm, and at the same moment issues 
execution against Smith’s private goods as ‘‘a person served as a 
partner who has failed to appear’ (ord. 42, r. 10 (c) ). 

This is precisely the state of things which existed prior to 1887, 
and which caused so much friction that the makeshift arrangement 
above referred to, and mentioned in the Annual Practice, 1889-90, 
p- 249, was adopted by the masters. 

It can, of course, be urged that in the hypothetical case above 
mentioned, Smith, if he be not in fact a partner, may take pro- 
ceedings against the plaintiff who wrongly puts an execution into 
his house. But the plaintiff may be a man of straw, and he him- 
eelf may be most seriously injured in his credit by the mere fact 
of the sheriff’s officer being put in possession. The difference 
between him and any ordi individual who may be injured by 
another is, that the whole possibility of his being injured is the 
creation of the Rules of Court, which, as Mr. Justice Wits points 
out in his judgment in Davies v. André, while they lay him open 
to injury, deny him the power to protect himeelf. 

It certainly does appear to be highly necessary that the rules should 
be amended so as to remedy the defect we have pointed out. It is 
not any great alteration which is required. The whole difficulty 
would be met by an additional rule, following ord. 12, r. 15, 
in something like the following terms :—‘‘ Any person served as a 
partner, but who is not a partner in the firm sued, may enter an ap- 
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upon the person so denying partnerehip, the appearance of such last 
mentioned person shall be no bar to proceedings in default or other- 
wise against the firm sued. And any appearance entered under 
this rule may, on the application of the plaintiff and upon its 
being shewn that the person sppearing isa partner in the firm 
sued, be struck out by the court or a judge, or an issue may be 
directed to determine whether any person appearing hereunder is 
or is not a partner in the firm sued” 

It may, perhaps, be desirable to consider the effect of such a 
rule in the light of possible contingencies. 

(1) It may be that the person served as a partner is not, in fact, a 
partner. In such a case the rule would serve two purposes. It 
would enable the wrongly served as a partner to protect 
himself from the injustice of having an execution put into his 
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house for a debt for which he was not liable, and had not been 
sued. In the second place, the entry of such an appearance would 
prevent judgment from being signed against the firm sued, upon 
en of service which was, in fact, no service on the firm at 
all. 

(2) The person served and appearing with denial of partnership 
may, in fact, be a partner, and he may appear merely to embarrass 
the plaintiff. It is always open to a plaintiff suing a firm to 
protect himself against being prejudiced by such a contingency by 
taking the precaution of serving the writ on the person having the 
control of the business, &c., as provided by ord. 9,r. 6. In con- 
sidering this point it must be borne in mind that in most instances 
where a plaintiff serves a person as a partner in a defendant firm, 
he does 80 with the object of making that person personally liable, 
under ord. 42, r. 10, and such service is frequently made in addition 
to serving the firm by leaving a copy of the writ with the person 
having the control of the business, as provided by ord. 9,-7.6. In 
such a case the above rule would not prejudice the plaintiff in any 
way, because an appearance thereunder would not prevent his 
taking his judgment against the firm sued, on giving evidence of 
service on the person having the control of the business, &c. 

But, even supposing that the partner served was the only person 
belonging to the firm whom the plaintiff could serve, the plaintiff 
could immediately have the question of partnership tried. The 
right to appear with denial of partnership under the suggested rule 
is by its terms specially confined to ‘‘any person served as a 
partner but who is not a partner,” &c. The plaintiff could apply 
to strike out the appearance, on the ground that the person enter- 
ing it wae a partner, and, under the latter part of the rule, the 
judge at chambers would have authority, in cases of real doubt, to 
order the question to be determined. 

(3) In a case where the plaintiff had served the writ on “ the 
person having the control of the business,” §c., as provided by ord. 
9, r. 6, such person might seek to embarrass the plaintiff by appear- 
ing under the suggested rule as ‘‘a person served asa partner but 
denying partnersh'p.” This vould only be done with a view to 
delaying the proceedings. But, as a matter of fact, such an 
appearance would be absolutely without effect as against the 
plaintiff, who could, notwithstanding, enter his judgment in 
default against the firm on the usual affidavit that he served the 
writ on ‘‘ A. B, the person having the management or control,” 
&e. (ord. 9, r. 6). It is true that 4. B. would have appeared as 
“a person served as a partner but denying the partnership.” But 
the plaintiff's affidavit of service would furnish the proof required 
by the rule—viz., that the writ had been ‘* properly served on the 
firm sued otherwise than as a partner upon the perzon denying 
partnership.” Such an appearance, therefore, would be no bar to 
proceedings in default against the firm. 

The above must be considered as possible, and not all of them 
as probable, contingencies. In practical working, the only effect of 
such a rule would be that, in any action against a firm, any person 
served as a partner who denied the fact of partnership would be 
enabled to have the question of his partnership determined before, 
instead of after, execution had been issued against his private 
goods. Francis A. Sreineer. 








SECURITY FOR COSTS. 


In the recent case of Cook v: Whellock (88 W. R. 534, 24 Q. B.D. 
658) the Court of Appeal decided that a plaiatiff who was an 
undischarged bankrupt could not be required to give security for 
the costs of the action, thereby extending somewhat the result 
arrived at in Rhodes v Dawson (84 W. R. 240, 16 Q. B. D. 548), 
where a similar rule was applied in the case of a plaiatiff against 
whom a receiving order had been made, but who had not yet been 
declared bankrupt. Both decisions seem to rest, however, on 
exactly the same grounds. 

_ The possible reasons for reyuiring security from a plaintiff, who 
is either bankrupt or on the eve of bankruptcy, are two; that he 
is insolvent and therefore not a person by whom costs are likely to 
be paid, and that he is merely a ms Be litigant, suing on behalf 
of his creditors, who will really reap the benefit of the proceedings. 


That insolvency by itself is no ground for ordering security to be. 


given, is of course well settled. In Ross v. Jacques (8 M. & W. 





135) Axpgrson, B, remarked that the plaintiff was within the 
jurisdiction of the court, and, this being so, her poverty was no 
reason why she should give security for costs; and a similar 
decision was given in Armitage v. Grafton (10 Jur. 377), where 


is residing abroad, and where there is, therefore, a 
impossibility of recovering costs against him, and from the case 
where an insolvent person who has transferred his interest is 
allowing his name to be used as that of the nominal plaintiff by 
the transferee. General enunciations of the same principle are also 
of frequent occurrence. In Hind v. Whitmore (2 K. & J. 458) 
Woop, V.C., stated that a plaintiff who was sui juris was nm 
called upon to give security for costs on account of his poverty, 
and pointed out that a different rule prevailed with regard 
to a married woman who was suing by her next friend, 
because there was no possibility of recovering costs against 
her by attachment and imprisonment of her person. The 
idea, however, that, so long as a plaintiff is within the juris- 
diction of the court, a defendant may be able to make something 
out of his person, is founded on the old practice as to imprisonment 
for debt, and is obviously not entitled to much weight. The real 
principle is, that access to the courts is not to be denied toa man 
on the ground of his want of means, whatever inconvenience may 
be inflicted on the other side. Thus in Sykes v. Sykes(L R. 40. P. 
645) it was said by Bovitt, C.J.:—‘‘ By the law of this country 
a party is not precluded from enforcing his rights in a court of law 
by reason of his poverty. In many cases, no doubt, the inability 
of an unsuccessful litigant to pay costs to his successful adversary 
works hardship; but it is for the Legislature to provide a remedy, 
not for us.” And more tecently still, in Cowell v. Taylor (34 
W. R. 24, 31 Ch. D. 34), Bower, L J., referred to the general rule 
that poverty is no bar toa litigant as one that had existed from 
time immemorial both at common lew and in equity. Of course, 
however, it applies only to proceedings ia courts of first instance, 
and is designed to insure that the plaintiff shall get a decision on 
his claim. If he is not satisfied with this, the luxury of appealing 
is one that is in general only permitted to him on finding security : 
Re Ivory (10 Ch. D. 372), Farrer v. Lacy, Hartland, § Oo. (33 
W. R. 265, 28 Ch. D. 482). 

But the general liberty granted to an insolvent plaintiff to invoke 
the assistance of the courts is only granted on the assumption that 
he is the actual, and not merely the nominal, plaintiff. In 
Andrews v. Marris (7 Dowl. 712) this was stated by Cotrnrner, 
J., in the following terms:—‘‘The principle is, that where 
another person is in fact proceeding with the action in the name of 
the party on the record, and that party is insolvent, the court will 
compel him, for whose benefit the action is proceeding. to come in 
and give security for costs.” In Elliot v. Kendrick (12 A. & E. 
597) this was applied to the case of an assignment of all the 
plaintiff's effects to trustees for his creditors, and it was said that, 
as the trustees hed chosen to proceed in the name of a party who, 
for their benefit, had divested himself of all means of paying costs, 
they must be required to give security. Under similar circum- 
stances Pottock, O.B., in Perkins v. Adcock (14 M. & W. 808), 
laid it down that, where the nominal plaintiff is bankrupt or in- 
solvent, or has assigned the debt, and is suing for the benefit of 
the assignee, he ought to give security for costs ; and the authority 
of this case was decisively affirmed some years later in Goatley v. 
Emmott (15 ©. B. 291). 

In these cases it must be observed that the so-called nominal 
plaintiff is neither beneficially interested in the result of the 
proceedings, nor has he really the control of them, and they are to 
be distinguished, therefore, from those in which the ——- 
although not interested in the result, is yet the actual litigant. 
Such are the cases of a trustee, an executor, and an assignee or 
trustee in bankruptcy. In an anonymous case in 1809 (2 Taunt. 
61) an action was brought by the assignees of a bankrupt, one of 
whom was himself a bankrupt, and the other a prisoner ian Newgate, 
yet an application that they might be ordered to give security for costs 
was refused, though apparently no attention was paid to the 
circumstance that they were not g for their own benefit. The 
matter, however, was directly considered in Sykes v. Sykes (supra), 
which is the first of a recent series of caves besring upon it. In this 








522 


THE SOLICITORS’: JOURNAL. - 











case the action was brought by two executors, one of whom was out 
of the jurisdiction, and the other was insolvent. But, while the 
general rule that an insolvent, being merely a nominal plaintiff, 
is required to give security, was admitted, it was said that it had 
never been applied to the case of an executor or the assignee of a 
bankrupt. By Bovitz, C.J., this was put on the ground that, 
though there might be legatees or creditors, it did not follow that 
they would receive their legacies or a dividend on their debts, and 
so there was no person interested to give, or who would be willing 
to give, security for costs. Montacuz Sarru, J., pointed out that, 
with regard to an executor, he was entitled to all the debts of his 
testator both at law and in equity; he sued for them in his own 
right; and he received the fruits of the judgment as part of his 
testator’s general estate. And Brett, J., distinguished executors 
and assignees from persons who merely lend their names for the bene- 
fit of the actual litigant. Accordingly it was held that there was no 
ground for requiring security for costs. A similar decision where 
one plaintiff was a foreigner residing abroad, and the other a 
bankrupt in custody in execution for a debt, had been given in 
MM’ Connell vy. Johnston (1 East. 431). 

. The decision ia Sykes v. Sykes of course only applied directly to 
the case of an executor suing in respect of his testator’s estate, but 
it was accepted in Denston v. Ashton (L. R. 4 Q. B, 590) as equally 
authoritative with regard to both the cases referred to in it, and it 
was held that the court would not require security for costs to be 
given by a plaintiff suing as assignee of a bankrupt for the benefit 
of the estate, although he was in insolvent circumstances. But a 
dissentient voice was raised by Pearson, J., in Pooley’s Trustee in 
Bankruptcy v. Whetham (32 W. BR. 1017, 28 Ch. D. 38), who said 
the case of an executor and the case of a trustee in bankruptcy by 
no means stood on the same footing. He accordingly disapproved 
of the result in Denston v. Ashton, though, as the insolvency of 
the trustee in the case before him was not established, it did not 
become necessary expressly to deviate from it, and in the Court of 
Appeal the matter was left open. Subsequently, however, it arose 
for discussion in Cowell v. Taylor (supra), where the observations 
of Pzarson, J., were dissented from, and the authority of Denston 
v. Ashton was affirmed. 

Mere insolvency, therefore, is no ground for requiring security 
for costs, and the exception which dispenses with this rule where 
the person in whose name the proceedings are brought is simply 
the nominal plaintiff, does not extend to actions by executors \and 
trustees.in bankruptcy. An attempt, however, was at one time 
made to shew that it did extend to cases where the plaintiff was 
bankrupt, or had filed a liquidation petition. This was in the 
case of Malcolm v. Hodgkinson (21 W. R. 360, L. BR. 8 Q, B. 
209), where a plaintiff in an action of trover had filed a petition 
for liquidation, and it was held that an order made in chambers 
requiring him to give security was right. The decision was put 
by Bracxsvey, J., on the broad ground that, where an insolvent 
person is suing as trustee for another, it is the rule to require 
security for costs, and that this applied to the case of liquidation, 
since the debtor was suing really for the benefit of his creditors. 
The same course was followed without question in Brocklebank & 
Co. v. The King’s Lynn Steamship Oo. (3 C, P. D. 365), the only 
point raised there being whether the security was necessarily con- 
fined to future costs, and it was held that it was not. And in Re 
Carta. Para Mining Oo, (30 W. R. 117, 19 Ch. D. 457) Hana, 
V.C., held that these cases were binding on him, though he 
recognized that they constituted an infringement on the old rule 
that insolvency is no ground for requiring security. He also 
objected to the generality of Lord Bracknvnn’s dictum that any 
insolvent mn suing as trustee for another must be required to 
give security, thinking it must be restricted to the case of a person 
who, not heving the right to sue for himself, allows his name to 
be used as trustee for another for the benefit of that other, and 
this explanation was accepted as correct by Bowzy, LJ., in 
Cowell y. Taylor (supra). 

But, in point of fact, a person who is on the eve of bank- 
ruptcy, or who has actually been made bankrupt, but is neverthe- 
less in a position to bring an action, is not a mere nominal plaintiff 
in the sense in which the expression is used in the older cases. 
He is not, that is, a plaintiff who has neither any interest in, nor 
any control over, the litigation. Although, as a matter of fact, 
the proceeds may go to his creditors, and he may be regarded as 
in that sense a mere trustee for them, yet he is the person 





entitled to sue and he actually directs the proceedings. He is, 
therefore, no more a nominal plaintiff than the executors and 
the assignees in bankruptcy in Sykes v. Sykes and the other 
cases referred to above. And this is now settled to be the 
true doctrine. In Rhodes v. Dawson (34 W. R. 240, 16 
Q. B. D. 548) it was applied in the case of a. pleintiff against 
whom a receiving order had been made, but who had not yet been 
declared bankrupt. And in the present case of Oook v. Whellock 
(38 W. R. 534, 24 Q. B. D. 658) it has been applied to the case 
of an undischarged bankrupt. As soon, indeed, as the incorrect- 
ness of the dictum which led to the decision in Malcolm vy. 
Hodgkinson (supra) had been shewn, and when that was restricted, 
as it ought originally to have been restricted, to the case of a 
plaintiff merely nominal, it became clear that no debtor who had 
retained the right to sue on his own account, even though, by reason 
of his insolvency, others might reap the benefit, could be brought 
within it. These last decisions, therefore, of the Court of Appeal 
re-establish in its integrity the rule that insolvency is no ground 
for requiring security for costs, while they appear to restrict the 
exception relating to a merely nominal plaintiff to the case of a 
plaintiff who simply lends his name, but has no interest in the 
result, and no immediate control of the proceedings. 








THE BANKRUPTCY BILL, 1890. 


Tre Council of the Incorporated Law Society have made a report on 
this Bill, in which they point out that the main object of the Bill 
appears to be still further to disco , and practically to prevent, 
private arrangements between debtors and their creditors ; that the 
creditors and the debtors are the only persons having any pecuniary 
interest, and if they desire to distribute the assets promptly and 
inexpensively, it is difficult to understand why yar A should not be at 
liberty to do so, especially as the law now, perhaps unedvisedly, 
gives no power for a majority of creditors to bind a minority, how- 
ever small the minority may be. The practical effect of the absence 
of such power is that dissentient creditors frequently obtain a prefer- 
ence. 

The council urge that it is unreasonable to force resort to the 
Bankruptcy Court, and to impose official fees where no one interested 
desires the aid of the court or of its officials. 

Section 1, sub-section (5); enlarges section 4, sub-section (A), of the 
Act of 1883. That section has given rise to many practical difficul- 
ties, and judges have differed as to the effect of it. The Bill would, 
in the opinion of the council, expose anyone in temporary difficulties 
to immediate bankruptcy, and would make a private arrangement 
impracticable. 

ction 2 proposes to enable any creditor for £20 to force immediate 
bankruptcy, however large the estate may be. The council see no 
reason why the existing £50 limit should be altered. 

Section 3 extends the period of three months in the Act of 1883, 
during which transactions may be avoided, to six months. The three 
months have in practice been found objectionable, and the evil will 
be greatly increased if the period is extended to six months. After 
an act of bankruptcy committed (say after.a meeting of creditors, 
and an arrangement agreed on), the estate of the debtof cannot be 
dealt with, no property can be sold, no debts collected, and no 
dividend paid to creditors until the period of three or six months, as 
the case may be, has expired. Thus debts which cannot be collected 
may be lost, and property which cannot be sold depreciated. The 
Bill also extends from three to six months the period during which 
preferential payments may be avoided. The creditors receiving the 
money may not have reason to doubt the validity of the payment, 
and may bond fide have remitted it to foreign or other principals, and 
may yet be liable to refund it. 

Section 9 appears to be unnecessarily stringent. The court should 
have discretionary power. The circumstances of cases greatly vary. 

Section 10 is understood to be withdrawn. 

The council consider that it is very inconvenient and objectionable 
to make a great number of alterations in such an Act as the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883, by subsequent pi legislation. The whole 
law of bankruptcy should be embodied in one Act. 

Section 8 repeals the prohibition, contained in sub-section 5 of 
section 21 of the Act of 1883, against the official receiver acting a8 
trustee. 

The result will, in the opinion of the council, be that the official 
receiver (an officer of the court) will become a competitor with the 
nominees of creditors for the office of trustee, and, having regard to 
the stringent provisions poe B egee~ unless given in favour of 
the official receiver, great diffi will be placed in the way of 
creditors securing the appointment of their nominee. 

The council protest against a change introducing further obstacles 
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in the way of creditors managing their own affairs. They are satisfied 
that the administration by an official of estates involving any con- 
siderable difficulties or complications is most undesirable, and this is 
evidenced by the fact that at present in all cases of difficulty 
it is found necessary to appoint a ial manager immediately upon 
the presentation of a petition, although the Act of 1883 authorizes 
the official receiver to act until the appointment of a trustee by the 
creditors. _, 

The council are further of opinion (an opinion which would seem 
to have been shared by the framers of the Act of 1883) that the 

sition oceupied by the official receiver should preclude him from 
ox a competitor for the office of trustee. 

The Associated Provincial Law Societies have also issued a report 
on the Bankruptcy Bill, in which they say: This Bill has three 
principal objects :— 

(1), To render private arrangements between a debtor and his 
creditors so difficult and hazardous as to preclude this mode of wind- 
ing up, and to force all estates, large and small, into bankruptcy ; 

(2) To increase the already large powers of the Board of Trade in 
bankruptcy administration, especially in its financial t, by mak- 
ing the appointment of creditors’ trustees more difficult, and that of 
the official receiver more easy, and— 

(3) To increase the disciplinary power of the court over the bank~ 


rupt. 

The first and second objects may be considered to be identical, 
and it is to them that the Bill is substantially directed. The 
Associated Chambers of Commerce, so far as the Billin question repre- 
sents their views, seem to have settled down to the opinion that the 
realization of all bankrupt estates should be effected by the officials of 
the Board of Trade. That this is not the opinion of individual com- 
mercial men is proved by the fact that with few exceptions all large 
and valuable estates are at present wound up out of court, and that 
creditors are willing to run considerable pecuniary risks and take a 
good deal of personal trouble in order to keep such estates out of 

kruptcy. Nor is it the opinion of the Council of the London 
Chamber of Commerce, who have lately (on May 9th) waited on the 
President of the Board of Trade to urge their objections to this part 
of the Bill. It certainly seems anomalous that whilst in so many 
other directions Parliament is asked to decentralize power and re- 
sponsibility, in legal matters the object of successive Governments 
ould be to create Government departments in London for the trans- 
action of local business. The experience of the working of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, does not favour the extension cf the power of the 
Board of Trade. It may be admitted that the present system works 
well where there is little or no estate. In such cases no creditor 
thinks it worth while to interfere, Formerly the estate, such as it 
was, was distributed by the debtor himself (with the assistance of a 
few friendly creditors) and no questions were asked. Now there is 
an independent, and generally searching inquiry, and if the official 
fees are heavy, as it must be owned they are, the estate is usually so 
small that the amount of dividend matters little to the creditors con- 
cerned. But in large estates the case is very different. First, the 
official fees and percentages make winding up by the Board of Trade 
extravagantly costly, as compared with any other known mode of 
administering* ; secondly, the officers of the Board of Trade would be 
utterly unable to cope with the work proposed to be intrusted to 
them. In large and important cases the realization must be prompt 
if is to be effective, and it must be in the hands of people who under- 
stand the business. The official receiver, with bis multifarious 
engagements, could not do the work. 

3.—The provisicns as to discharge are such that the cases are few 
in which an honestly unfortunate bankrupt would be able to obtain 
an immediate discharge. In addition to the facts on proof of which 
the court must now either refuse or suspend for a specific time the 
order of discharge, section 9 of the Bill obliges the court either to sus- 
pend the discharge for not less than five years, or until a dividend of 
not less than ten shillings in the pound has been paid, or to require 
the bankrupt to consent to judgment for the unsatisfied balance of 
the debts as a condition of discharge, whenever any of the following 
facts are proved :— 

(0) That the bankrupt has within three years failed to take steps to 
make himself acquainted with his true financial position ; 

(o) Hise failed to account satisfactorily for any deficiency of 
asse 

(2) Has contributed to his bankruptcy by unjustifiable extrava- 
gance of living. 

From some of these faults it may be said that not one bankrupt in 
& hundred is exempt. Any household expenses, beyond the barest 
necessaries of life, must be considered an extravagance in a man who 


Nors.—According to the information obtained by the Birmingham Law Society. 
the costs of realization by the official receiver are about 30 per cent,; by a non- 
official trustee in bankruptey about 20 per cent.; and in private arrangements 
about 7 cent, Areference to table B of the order of 26th October, 18:6, 
will exp) - - how boy eae a wor = an — Leet a creditors 
num and the r assets are £1,000, the o receiver’s fees would 
Probably be £160, and might be more, 
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rated Law Society 
on the Bill. The substance of their remarks is embodied with other 
matter in the following observations :— 

Section 1 (a).—Execution levied by seizure and sale is the present 
act of bankruptcy. This section makes execution levied by seizure 
and followed by either sheriff's possession for seven days, or sale, an 
act of bankruptcy. The Liverpool Society ves this change 
nor does there seem to be any reason against it. cution, followed 
by the sheriff's possession for seven days, is as much 9 mark of bank- 
tuptcy as execution and sale. « 

Section 1 (b).—At present, if a debtor gives notice that he has sus- 
pended, or is about to suspend payment of his debts, he commits an 
act of bankruptcy. There are numerous decisions as to what 
constitutes a notice of suspension, but it must be a formal definite 
announcement ; a verbal statement by the debtor of snalilisy to pay 
is not sufficient (Re Friedlander, 13 Q. B, D. 47); nor, it would seem, 
merely calling creditors together and offeri em & composition. 
By this section, however, if the debtor by himself or through any 
other person informs any of his creditor that he has suspended or is 
about to suspend payment, or if he is even privy to submitting a 
statement shewing that he is insolvent, he commits an act of bank- 
ruptey. A cas conversation in the street between the debtor’s 





cashier and a creditor would satisfy the words of the section, and a 
circular to creditors by a man in difficulties, however carefully 
worded, would be too dangerous to be used. The object of the 
section is to render impossible the i commubpication 
between the debtor and his creditor, which ‘frequently result in 
temporary difficulties being tided over. Whatever may be the merits 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, they are not such as to exclude other 
modes of arrangement. 

It would have been more to the pur if the opportunity had 
been taken to amend section 13 of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 
1887, which deals with the local registration of copies of such deeds, 
Registration is effected by filing a copy of the deed and of the 
affidavits, giving the debtor's residence and description, and the 
estimated amount of property and liabilities. But section 13 onl 
requires a copy of the deed to be transmitted to the county 
and no copies of the affidavits which give the information so essential 
to creditors is required to be sent. The result is that section 13 is 
practically quite useless, frequently containing not éven a schedule of 
creditors. arb 

Section 2.—Enables a creditor for £20 to petition. There seems 
to be no reason whatever for this change. It will probably not even 
attain its object of bringing more estates into bankruptcy. There is 
no reduction in the fees and stamps charged, and £10 is a large sum 
for a £20 creditor to disburse for the purpose of moving the court. 

Section 3 (see also section 18).—These sections deal with the 
doctrine of relation back, extending this period from three months to 
six months, both with regard to act of bankruptcy and avoidance of 
fraudulent preferences. The rule has been three months since the year 
1870, Commercial transactions would be subjected to great additional 
risk by this extension of the period to which the trustees’ title goes 
back, especially in view of the new acts of bankruptcy created. It 
should be remembered that under the Act of 1869 the act of bank- 
ruptcy on which the adjudication was grounded must have occurred 
six monthe before the presentation of the petition. The alteration 
in the Bill seems intended to strike at deeds of assignment and 
arrangement, 

Section 5.—Enables any person to inspect a debtor’s statement of 
affairs, and take a copy or extract. The right is at present limited 
to creditors. The result of the change would be that information 
would be regularly published in trade circulars and mercantile lists. 
If commercial men see no harm in this, it is, perhaps, not for lawyers 
to takes exception to it. , 

Section 7 (see also section 11).—These sections should follow one 
another. Both deal with compositions and schemes of arrangement 
under the Act. (Sections 18 and 23). Some of the proposed altera- 
tions will be found useful and meet difficulties which have arisen in 
ees oe ae — these — The _ ae 
effected by section 11, w deals with the conditions of approval 
the eater’, fo that in cases where the discharge would be refused, 
qualified, or suspended, the court must see that there is reasonable 
security for paying seven-and-sixpence in the before it 
approves. Seven-and-sixpence is an odd fraction of a pound where- 
with to purchase the assent of the court to a composition. 

Section 8.—This section alters the mode of 
trustee by ———s a ey in me _ oe 
majority at necessary carry resolu appoin 
hin thee ceotion 21 of the Bankruptoy Act, 1883), 











It disqualifies a person for the office of trustee, “‘ where there 
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are reasonable grounds for believing that he is accountable to the 
estate ”"—i.c., where he happens to be the trustee or accounting 
party in a deed of arrangement or composition. 

It removes the present disqualification which the official receiver 
is under, for the office of trustee, and repeals sub-sections 6, 7, and 
8 of section 21 of the Act. 


The effect of the clause is to make the appointment of a creditors’ 
trustee more difficult, and to facilitate the appointment of the official 
receiver to the office. 

The meaning of this will be best understood by a reference to the 
scales of fees and ae se to the Board of Trade on 
realizing and administering pts’ property. 

Section 9.—Deals with discharge, and it is enough to say that as 
it is drawn (section 9 (1) 5, c, and d), not one bankrupt in a hundred 
would obtain his discharge in less than five years unless he consented 
to —— against him by the official receiver for the balance of 
the provable, or part of such balance. The latter condition is 
equivalent to no discharge at all. Suspension for five years is a 
serious matter for the better class of bankrupts; where there is no 
estate bankrupts usually care little about it; they continue to trade 
without any reference to an order of discharge, well knowing that 
they are not worth looking after; nor can transactions with innocent 
persons be impeached at the instance of the trustee. 

Section 10.—Is withdrawn. To imprison a bankrupt for mis- 
demeanour because he has been guilty of unjustifiable extravagance 
in living, or has given “‘ undue preference” to any of his creditors, 
has, on consideration, been seen to be too strong a proposal. 

Section 13.—At present, in order to constitute a fraudulent prefer- 
ence, it must be shewn that the act impeached was done with the 
view of giving the creditor a preference. This section proposes that 
where the act is impeached the fraudulent motive shall be presumed. 
The whole foundation for the doctrine is fraud ; apart from that, the 
act of preferring is innocent, and the courts would never have 
interfered. In order to facilitate matters, the present section says 
that fraud shall be assumed if a preference is in fact given, in other 
words, that an act primaé facie innocent shall be presumed to be 
fraudulent. This, again, is a matter in which commercial men may 
be supposed to know their own business best. It seems as if it would 
make it unger ad dangerous to deal with anyone whose financial 
position was not known to be beyond all question. It may be that 
this is the object of the Chambers of Commerce. 

Section 14.—This section deals with the thorny question of dis- 
claimer of onerous property. The Act of 1869 enabled the trustee to 

isclai without fixing any time for disclaimer ; the Act of 
1883 ired the trustee to disclaim within three months; the pre- 
repesls this limitation of time, and returns to the policy of 
Act of 1869. In the case of the disclaimer of a lease the Act of 
left the trustee free; the 28th G. R. of 1871 made the 
of the court necessary, it being considered that only so 
the be made to pay for ing @ lessor out of his 
continued the obligation to obtain the 
— Bill goes back to the status quo 
ards and forwards indicate that 
been particularly successful in dealing with the 
the amendments now proposed may not, after all, 
section 2 requires the trustee disclaiming after 
to pay rentin respect of his beneficial occupation ; 
powers the trustee before disclaimer to apply for 
tenants’ fixtures; and sub-section 4 continues the 
A im consequence of omission to disclaim, notwith- 
his resignation or release. There are individual cases in 
ich each of these provisions may be useful; whether on balance 
will do more harm or _ experience alone will shew ; there 
probsbility one way or the other. 
sections do not require detailed comment. They 
bad and good. “The Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
be cited collectively as the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 
are to be read into each other, to the confusion 
except those who have both Acts at their fingers’ 
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pad Act, 1583, intrusted to the Bosrd of 

work, legal and administrative, which had 
of professional men in London and in 
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pT pe is to extend and complete this system of centralized 
management. The Companies Winding-up Pill of the present 
session is framed on the same principle. The Lend Transfer Bills of 
1965 end 1589 were an attempt to deal with conveyancing business 
in oe aman If process is pins | to go on, Eng- 
land soon become in many important respects as y 
DS ccastey is Mocctel to this peiat with the viow of tok tien 
, ta 
concerto’ and immediate action upon it. ° 


REVIEWS. 
MAGISTERIAL LAW. 


A MAGISTERIAL AND PoticE GuipE. BrErmne THE LAW RELATING TO 
THE PROCEDURE, JURISDICTION, AND DUTIES OF MAGISTRATES 
AND PoLIcE AUTHORITIES, WITH AN INTRODUCTION, GREATLY 
ENLARGED, SHEWING THE GENERAL PROCEDURE BEFORE MAaGiIs- 
TRATES, BOTH IN INDICTABLE AND SUMMARY MATTERS. By HENRY 
C. GREENWOOD, Stipendiary Magistrate for the District of the 
Staffordshire Potteries, and TEMPLE CHEVALLIER Martin, Chief 
Clerk to the Magistrates at the Lambeth Police Court, London, 
TurrpD EpiTion. INcLUDING THE SESSION OF 52 & 3&8 
Vict. AND THE CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPERIOR CoURTS 
TO THE END OF THE YEAR 1889, wITH NOTES, REVISED AND 
ENLARGED. By TEMPLE CHEVALLIER Martin. Stevens & 
Haynes. 


The present edition of this useful work can hardly fail to prove 
acceptable, not merely to the legal profession, for whom it is, of 
course, primarily intended, but also to the general public, who must 
often require to consult, at a moment’s notice, a magisterial and 
police guide of a reliable character. Ten years have elapsed since 
the publication of the second edition of this work, and during this 
considerable interval of time many important statutes have been 
se ay and decisions given affecting the procedure, jurisdiction, and 

uties of magistrates and police authorities. In the present edition 
the statute law has been brought down to the end of the session 
52 & 53 Vict., and the judicial decisions to the end of the year 1889 
are also included. Amongst the new statutes noticed in the present 
volume, and which have been passed since the second edition was 
issued, are The Fugitive Offenders Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 69), 
The Boiler Explosions Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 22), The 
Ancient Monuments Protection Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 73), 
The Explosive Substances Act, 1883 (46 Vict. c. 3), The Corrupt 
and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 51), 
The Margarine Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 29), The Sale of 
Horseflesh Regulation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 11), The 
Official Secrets Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 52), and The Infectious 
Disease (Notification) Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 72). The cases 
cited have been carefully revised and re-arranged, so as to 
constitute not merely a digest, but a treatise, in which the principles 
of the criminal law, as illustrated by decided cases, are indicated. The 
introduction, which now occupies eighty-four pages, and which 
deals with the general procedure before justices, both in indictable 
and sum matters, will be found most instructive, and may be 
read by all with profit. The form of the work has not been altered 
in the present edition, the original = of keeping the statutes, 
which form the text of the book, and the procedure and explanatory 
notes quite distinct, having been strictly adhered to. Any para- 
phrase of a section, not set out in extenso, is placed within brackets, 
so that those who use this volume may know at once whether or not 
the exact words of the particular enactment cited are given. A full 
index, of about sixty pages in length, will be found at the end of 
the work. By its aid, and by reference to the prefixed alphabetical 
table of contents, the various subjects included in the volume can, 
without difficulty, be discovered. 


PATENTS. 


THe PATENTEES’ MANUAL: A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRAOC- 
TICE OF PATENTS FOR INVENTIONS. By JAMES JOHNSON, 
Barrister-at-Law, and J. Henry Jounson, Solicitor, Past Presi- 
dent Institute of Patent Agents, &. Sixta Epirion. Long- 
mans, Green, & Co.; Stevens and Sons (Limited). 


Since the fifth edition of this work came under our notice, six 
ant have sed, and the time has come for a new edition. The 
k, of which the first edition appeared as long ago as 1853, has 
long been so well and favourably known that it is not necessary to 
describe ite contents at any length. It seems sufficient to say that 
this edition appears to us to the same merits whi 
characterized its ecessors, The authors have shewn commendable 
energy in utilizing the latest decisions, as we find the case of 
Morgan v. Windover cited from the Patent Dffice Reports, though 
the number contsining it was ovly issued on the 7th of May. There 
is a short chapter on the Institute of Patent Agents, which, founded 
so recently as 1882, has already obtained the authority of the Legis- 
lature to regulate and supervise the profession of patent agents, who 
form y a? growing in numbers and importance. The 
authors seem to be a little remiss in not informing their readers what 
foreign countries have now been brought within the scope of the 
1 section of the Act of 1883, while, as to the colonies, are in 
error in stating that only New Zealand has come within section 104 





Queensland was provided for by an Order in Council several years 
ago. We still miss in this edition the useful assistance to be received 
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from side-notes, and the full list of references to the different series 
of reports for cases, now expected of legal writers, is also wanting. 
The type is well selected and makes the book pleasant to read. 


POOR LAW ORDERS, 


ORDERS IssUED BY THE PooR LAW BOARD AND THEIR PREDECES- 
SORS UNDER THE ACTS RELATING TO THE RELIEF OF THE Poor, 
THE ELEMENTARY EDUCATION ACT, 1876, AND THE VACCINATION 
Acts, 1867, 1871, AND 1874, wrth ExnAvusTIVE NOTES AND AN 
ELABORATE INDEX. By ALEXANDER MAcMORRAN, MA., and 
8. G. LusHineton, M.A., B.C.L., Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & 
Sons. 


If this volume were to be taken to represent by its size the number 
of orders issued in respect of the Acts mentioned, it would, indeed, 
represent a portentous amount of official legislation. But the 
orders which are collected are printed in large type, and occupy 
probably less space than the notes, which are truly, as the title-page 
says, exhaustive, in the sense of containing complete and full explana- 
tions and commentaries on the provisions of the orders. The book 
contains the general orders relating to the relief of the poor from 
1841 to last year; the Asylum District Orders from 1867 to 1874; 
the Elementary Education Orders from 1877 to 1879; and Vaccina- 
tion Orders and Memoranda from 1859 to 1889. Lists are also given 
of the orders of a similar character in force in unions and separate 
parishes to which the orders printed in this volume are not applic- 
able. The notes appear to be constructed with great care and 
industry. They usually set out, first, the enactment to which a 
particular clause of the order under discussion relates, and then 
give the purport of any decisions upon the subject-matter, and 
(what is more difficult to get at) the views of the Local Government 
Board and their predecessors upon the extent and effect of the pro- 
visions as stated in their orficial memoranda and circular letters, and 
also as stated in the annual reports of the Department, to which 
frequent reference is made. There are also copious cross-references. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal, 


ALDAM v. BROWN—No. 2, 4th June. 


Practics—Ricut or ArrEAL—Oapse ny Consent or Parrres—Accrrr- 
ANCE OF OxpER orrgRED By Court—Jvupicaturs Act, 1873, s. 49. 


In this case the question arose whether there was avy right of appeal. 
The uewome~ | objection was taken, on behalf of the respondent. that the 
appellant could not appeal, on the ground that the order appealed from 
| had been made by the consent of the parties, and, therefore, by section 
| 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, was not subject to appeal, «xcept by 
leave of the judge who had made it, and thas leave had not been ob- 
| tained At the trial of the action Kekewich, J, was of opinion that the 
| plaintiff was not entitled to the relief which he claimed, and offered him 

the alternative of taking a different order or of having his action dis- 

missed. ‘The plaintiff elected to take the order thus offered him. The 
| jadgment, as drawn up by the registrar, contaiaed these words: “* And 
| the plaintiff by his counsel accepting an inquiry and account in the form 
| hereinafter directed, the court doth order,”” &c. The plaintiff appealed, 
| with the view of obtaining the relief which he had originally claimed. 

Tux Covar (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) overruled the objection. 
They were of opinion that the order was not an order made by 
within the meaning of section 49. There had been no bargain 
the parties, but the plaintiff had merely accepted the order offered him by 
the court to avoid the dismissal of his action. The appeal was then heard 
on its merits, and was dismissed.—Counset, Warmington, Q.C., and 
Chadwyck-Healey ; Neville, Q.C., and Jason Smith. Soxicrrons, Pittman 
$ Spechley ; 8. W. Johnson § Son. 


Re SHARP, RICKETT v. SHARP—No. 2, 5th June. 
Witt—Consrruction—Trustes—Powsr or Isvestuent—Desentcres oF 
“* Pustic Company.” 

In this case a question arose as to the construction of a power of invest- 


ment given by a will to trustees. The testator by his will 
his trustées to invest the trust fands in or upon (inéer alia) “‘ the debentures 
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In fact, nothing can be imagined more complete than the exposition 


of the orders given in the notes, and the volume can hardly fail to | or securities of any railway or other public company carrying on bsiness 


prove of the greatest value to persons concerned with the branches | out by the trustees with the view of obtaining the 


of local government to which the volume relates. 
full and carefully-arranged index. 





summons was taken 


in of the United Kingdom.”” An orig 
A oy e opinion of the court as 


There is a very | +, what companies came within the description of ‘public company.” 


| The summons asked the court to determine whether certain companies 
specified by name were ‘‘ public companies" within the meaning of the 


CONTRACTS, will, so that the trustees might invest moneys subject to the trusts of the 
A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF ConTRACTS, AND UPON THE DEFENCES | pence: 4 of iis caatheiien cade Geeteediatin: an. 1963. 
TO ACTIONS THEREON. By JosEeru CHITTY, Jun. Esq TWELFTH The sammone also ——_ court to give, for the future guidance of the 


Epirion. By J. M. Lery, Esq., M.A., and NEvitt Geary, | 

Esq., M.A, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

In the present edition there has been an extensive sub-division into | 
chapters; the six chapters of the previous book being multiplied into | 
twenty-seven—a change which we think conduces considerably to | 
the clearness of arrangement and ease of reference. There has also | 
been some transposition of matter and addition of subjects. The | 
chapter on contracts with married women has been remodelled, and | 
is now very well arranged. We have found all the cases we have | 
looked for carefully noted, and we must mention with special praise | 
the practice of adding the date to each case. We are glad also to | 
say that in very many places we find evidence that the cases cited | 
have been read and considered, and not merely stated by their head- 
notes. Altogether we think this new edition of Russell is very | 
creditable to the editors. 





INFANTS, 
A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE RELATING TO INFANTS, | 


By Arcurpatp H. Srmpson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND | q 


Eprtion. By Epcar J. Exeoop, B.0.L, M.A., Barrister-at Law. | 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Few recent books have so distinctly supplied a want as Simpson on | 
Infancy, and we fancy that the profession will welcome a new 
edition, corrected in the light of recent legislation. We think that, 
on the whole, the new edition has been carefully edited. The 
decisions since the last edition are noted, and the provisions of recent | 
statutes incorporated. We should have Leen glad, however, of a| 


fuller discussion of the cases on the Infants’ Relief Act, 1874, 








| 


The Trinity Sittings of the Irish Law Courts began on Monday with the 
usual formalities, A meeting of the Benchers was held at which Mr, | 
Kenny, Q.0., was made a Bencher. Mr. Carson, Q C., who was proposed 
on a former occasion, withdrew his name, in viow, it is understood, of his 
succession to the office of Solicitor-General, on’ the promotion of Mr. | 
Atkinson, Q.0. Whether his promotion is to be to the office of Attomey-_ 
General, {n the event of Mr. Madden accepting the vacant j Ip, or to 
the Bench, in the event of the Attorney-General doolming it, with even 
the remote prospect of an Equity Judgeship, is a moot question which is _ 
understood to be under the consideration of the Government. } 


| the will. Stirling, J., declined to give any general definition, 


trustees, a general definition of the words “ public company ow in 
that the specified com were ‘‘ public companies ” within the meaning 
of the will. Upon the appeal it was argued that the words “ public 
company,” being coupled with “railway company,” were restricted 
companies constituted in the mode in which railway 
ordinarily constituted—i.e., companies 
Parliament, or bly 
formed for carry 
Tur Court (Oorrox, Bowan, and Fay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the question to be decided was—not what 
meaning of the term ‘‘ public company,” but whether certain 
specified companies did, according to their 
words as in the particular will. + was be 
declining to give a general definition of the words, and also in holding 
that the eaitioalen 
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ed companies 0 their existence to a particular Parliament, 
pare eechin 9 nape art association were necessarily 
ments, and their shares were transferable. 


panies possessing characteristics 
escription of ‘‘ public companies.” It was said 
were tacteded fiom the because “* 
mentioned in conjunction 


by His lordship cou 

com was a Act. 

not see the force of that argument, nor weeebon for wy 

the words to com s carrying on a business somewhat like that of a rail- 

way com . Of course, > Sig SRD Nn ee Sane Gees 
the specified were desirable investments ; 

eld that & = will, Tee mae ine ta 


held that came within the words of the 
pera + ipeeedbnes A myer of the will would not absolve 


trustees from the duty of exercising their discretion as to the 
invosting the trust moneys in them. They must have dam yy 


posi’ 
i ld not be justified in investing upon which was 
offere Des hin. cet LJ., poem Pry, ey wolaees say toat 


offered 

all the three mentioned by Cotton, L.J., were necessary 
to constitute a ‘* blic company”; he would only say that, when those 
three characteris co-existed, the company was a mg ts “o 


Counann, P. FP. WAseler > 
Sims ; Beaumont ¢ Sen, 
Re NORTH AUSTRALIAN TERRITORY 0O.—No. 2, Srd Jane. 
Comrarny—Wreoine vr—Powsn or QCovar ro Scuwor Pease ror Ex- 
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Purroses or Actrion—Riout or Aprgat FRoM OrnpER ror EXAMINATION 
Companies Act, 1862, ss. 115, 117. 


Questions arose in this case as to the exercise of the power, given to the 
court by sections 115 and 117 of the Companies Act, 1862, to summon 
persons for examination and to examine them, and as to the right of 
appeal against an order forexamination. By section 115: ‘‘ The court may, 
after it has made an order for winding up the company, summon before it 
any officer of the company, or person known or suspected to have in his 
—— any of the estate or effects of the company, or supposed to be 

lebted to the company, or any person whom the court may deem capa- 
ble of giving information concerning the trade, dealings, estate, or effects 
of the company ; and the court may require any such officer or person to 
produce any books, papers, deeds, writings, or other documents in his 
custody or power relating to the company ; and if any person so summoned, 
after being tendered a reasonable sum for his expenses, refuses to come 
before the court at the time appointed, having no lawful impediment 
(made known to the court at the time of its sitting, and allowed by it), the 
court may cause such person to be apprehended, and brought before the 
court for examination ; nevertheless, in cases where any person claims any 
lien on papers, deeds, or writi or documents produced by him, such 
ese shall be without prejudice to such lien, and the court shall 
urisdiction in the winding up to determine all questions relating to 
such lien.” And by section 117: ‘‘The court may examine upon oath, 
either by word of mouth or upon written interrogatories, any person 
or brought before them in manner aforesaid concerning the 
irs, dealings, estate, or effects of the company, and may reduce into 
writing the answers of every such person, and require him to subscribe the 
same.” The above company was an English company, formed to purchase 
an estate in Australia. The vendors were an Australian company, called 
Goldsbrough & Co., who had an office and a board of directors and a 
secretary in London. On A 9, 1889, the North Australian Oom- 
passed resolutions for a voluntary winding up, and a supervision 
was afterwards made. On November 7, 1889, the lquidator, in 
name of the North Australian Co., commenced, by the leave of 
court, an action in the Chancery Division against Goldsbrough & 
, to set aside the agreement for purchase on the ground of mis- 
tion. In this action an order was made by Kay, J., that the 
in London of Goldsbrough & Oo. should make an affidavit as 
to documents in the possession of that company, but it was directed that 
should be no production of documents without the further order of 
court. Kay, J., also refused an application by the plaintiff compan 
leave to deliver interrogatories for the examination of the Englis 
Chairman and secretary of the defendant company, on the ground that it 
‘was to make such an order until the defence to the action had 
been put in. The liquidator afterwards applied for and obtaived from 
J., who was then sitting for Kay, J., an order, under section 
15, for the examination of the eecretary. He attended for examination, 
and objected to answer some questions put to him, and the matter was 
referred to the judge. It was contended that the questions were put with 
the view of obtaining discovery for the purposes of the action, and that, 
the action was pending, no questions ought to be allowed under 
section 115 relating to the matters in issue in the action. Kekewich, J., held 
that the questions ought to be answered, and he made an order that the 
secretary should attend at his own expense and answer. On the hearing of 
the the question was raised by the court whether the appellant 
ought not to have appealed against the original order that he should attend 
for examination, and reference was then made to Le Gold Co. (23 Soricrrors’ 
Jovrswat, 681, 12 Ch. D. 77) as shewing that a person summoned for 
examination under section 115 has no locus standi to appeal against the 
osder. In that case Jessel, MR., said (12 Ch. D., p. 82):—“ It appears 
to me that a man ordered to be summoned under the 115th section no 
right to apply to the court to discharge that order. He is not more nor 
mere witness, like a witness in any other case ; but he has this 
protection, that in an ordinary action the subpxna issues as a matter of 
at the option of thc litigant, whereas in this case it cannot be issued 
the opinion of the judge of a superior court being obtained that 
itisa Proper case in which to issue a summons, which comes in lieu of the 
mubpena’ , LJ., said (12 Oh. D., p. 86) :—* I cannot under- 
stend that there is a right of on the part of any of the persons 
sammioned as witnesses.” And er, L. J., said (12 Oh. D., p. 86):— 
4% in this case to express no opinion upon the point whether the 
any locus standi, but, at the same time, I do not wish it to 
Giseent in any way from the view which has been 
upon mme a by the Master of the Rolls.” In that case it 
mecessary for the court to decide the question of locus standi, 
upon the merits, that there was no ground for disturb- 

cretion by the judge of first instance (Fry, J.). 
Cover (Corros, Bowens, and Fay, 1..3J.), reversed the decision. 

the court had not now to decide whether a person 
for examination under section 115 had a locus standi to appeal 
the order. His lordship would not express any opinion that such a 
could not under proper circumstances appeal. It would seem strange 
who was not 2 witness in the collaass sense could not a 
an order if it were wrongly made. Bat that point was not now in 
there being no appeal the original order for examination. 
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lordship’ s ion sufficient regard had not been paid to the words 

i cection 115. it said that “the court may summon” for exemination 
the yersons mentioned. The power was discretionary. No right was 
given to anyone ; the matter was for the court. In the present case the 
to were plainly put in order to obtain information for 

oA the action. The court ought to interfere if it could seo 

at the put were not proper ones. It was the practice to mit 

t be put, when leave was given under section 115 to a credi- 


ene ues ace, \ 
tor or a contributory to summon a person for examina ion, but the court 
generally trusted the liquidator, unless it could see that questions put by 
him were not proper. His lordship could not see how the questions put in 
the present case were in the interest of the company, except for the 
purpose of enabling it to carry on the action. The secretary had been 
ordered in the action to make an affidavit as to documents, with the 
special limitation that there was not to be any production without the 
leave of the court. And in the action Kay, J., had also refused to give 
leave at present to deliver interrogatories for the examination of the 
secretary, on the ground that it would be premature to do so before 
the defence of Goldsbrough & Oo. to the action had been put in. The 
application under section 115 was really an attempt to go contrary to that 
decision ; an attempt to go round it and by a side wind to do what the 
judge had then refused to do. In his lordship’s opinion, it would be 
wrong in this case to allow the liquidator, by means of section 115, to 
obtain that discovery and inspection which the judge had already held 
that if was premature to permit. His lordship did not say that circum. 
stances might not hereafter arise in which it might be proper to allow 
such questions to be put. But it would not be right as yet to allow 
any questions to be put relating to matters in issue in tho action. 
Bowsn, L.J., said that section 115 placed the examination and its limits 
in the discretion of the court. His lordship thought that the court ought 
not to attempt to classify or categorize all the occasions on which it would 
be wise or unwise to make such an order, or to fetter the discretion of the 
court in the future. It should be observed that the power given by section 
115 was an extraordinary one, of an inquisitorial nature, enabling the 
court to direct the examination (before an examiner, not before itself) of a 
third person not a party to a litigation. It was a power which might work 
with great severity against a third person, and it ought to be used with 
great care, so as not to put the machinery of justice in operation when it 
was not wanted, or at a stage of the proceedings when it was not wanted. 
Having regard to these characteristics of this power, his lordship would be 
loath to say that the person who was to be examined had not a locus standi 
to appeal from the order for examination. It was not necessary to decide 
that point now, but he thought it should be left quite open, because some 
language used by Jessel, M.R., in Re Gold Co., seemed on the first blush 
to go too far, and to be contrary to Heiron’s case (24 Sotrcrrons’ JouRNAL, 
537, 15 Ch. D. 139). His lordship did not wish to lay down a hard- 
and-fast rule as to the use of this power, nor to say that the concurrence 
of an action was an absolute bar to its use, though the fact that an action 
had been commenced by the liquidator himself was a material circum- 
stance to be considerd. It was sufficient to say that here the 
answers were not wanted for the purpose of the winding up, 
but only for the purposes of the action. Leave to deliver inter- 
rogatories was refused, because the judge thought they were prema- 
ture. The court in this very matter thought that complete discovery. 
even for the purposes of the action, was not wanted at this moment. 4 
fortiori one would think it was not wanted for the purposes of the winding 
up, it being admitted that it was only wanted with reference to the 
matters in dispute in the action. It was impossible to resist the conclusion 
that this was really an attempt to give the go-by to that decision, and to 
obtain that discovery which the court thought was premature for the 
of the action. It would be an abuse and an oppression to allow 
the witness to be forced to give the discovery in this way. His lordship 
would say nothing as to the use of section 115 hereafter for the purpose 
of discovery in aid of the winding up. Fry, L.J., entirely agreed in 
what had been said as to the nature of section 115. The whole proceeding 
under that section was by the court, and the liquidator, or the creditor or 
contributory, who was allowed to examine, did so only by the leave of the 
court. I¢ was entirely different from the cace of a litigant summoning a 
witness and examining him before the court. The question to be con- 
sidered was whether the judge himself would put the questions and 
require them to be answered. In the present case his lordship could 
| not help seeing that the liquidator had been endeavouring to induce 
, Kekewich, J., to exercise the discretion in « different way from that in 
which ee had exercised it with regard to the interrogatories. His 
lordship ired to abstain from laying down any proposition which 
would fetter the discretion of the court under on 115. But one 
could see that the question whether a man should be twice vexed might 
; be very material. In the present case, the right way to exercise the 
| discretion was to say that the appellant ought not to be required to 
answer the questions. The Court of Ap was always sy 4 loath to 
interfere with an exercise of discretion by the judge below, but Keke- 
wich, J., seemed to have proceeded on a notion that the liquidator had a 
right to compel an answer, whereas the power was given to the court.— 
Counser, Latham, Q.C., and Pollard; Renshaw, Q.0., and CO, B. EB. Jenkins. 
Sorscrrons, Freshfields § Williams ; Saunders, Hawkaford, Bennett, ¢ Co, 

[Lt should be observed that in Buckley on the Companies Acts (4th ed ), 
p. 269, the question of locus siandi to appeal against an order, under 
section 115, directing a person to attend for examinatian, is thus treated :— 
‘The person summoned to be examined has no Jocus standi to appeal 
—— the order directing him to attend, even where it has been 
obtained by a contributory, except in a case where the process of the 
court has been abused ; but against an order which allows the section to 
be used oppressively and vexatiously an appeal will be entertained.’ In 
support of these propositions the Fat author rofors to Re Gold 0o,, 
Heiron's case, and Ite Silkstone and Dodsworth Coal Oo,, Whitworth's case 
(26 Borzctrons’ Jovuwar, 42, 19 Oh, D, 118).] 





High Court—Chancery ‘Division. 
Re MEVILL, ROBINSON o, NEVILL—Kay, J., 3rd June. 
Monroscn —Witt—Oonwraverion—Deviex oy Mouroaoun Ewrats—Lis- 
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Biniry oF Estar® To sneak THE. Mortaacr—OConrrary IntTenTIon— 
Locxse Kuye’s Act anp Amenpment Acts, 1854, 1867, anv 1877. 


The testator carried on a large business as a baker, and incurred debts 
partly relating to the business and partly to his private account. Some 
of the private debts, amounting to £35,500, were secured on equitable 
mo! of various properties, some of which were used in the business. 
By his will, dated the 23rd of February, 1885, he devised and bequeathed 
to his sou, Robert Nevill, the frechold and leasehold estates used in his 
business, subject as to one estate to a vendor's lien for unpaid purchase- 
money, and “‘ subject, nevertheless, to and charged, in exoneration of the 
rest of my estate, with the debts and liabilities owing by me at my death 
in connection with the said business’? ; and he devised and bequeathed all 
the residue of his real and personal estate to trustees on trust for sale and 
conversion and es beg of debts ‘‘ other than those hereinbefore provided 
for’’; and, subject to that, he gave the residue to other . The 
executors took out a summons claiming that Robert Nevill should con- 
tribute rateably to the payment of the private mortgage debts in 
a to the amount secured on the trade estates, and relied on the 

e King Acts. The respondent argued that the testator had expressed 
a contrary intention in his will. 

Kay, J.,; said that the testator had not expressly mentioned mortgage 
debts in his will, but he did refer to a vendor’s lien, and he had subjected 
the estate given to his son to payment of all trade debts. The scheme of 
the will provided for that in exoneration of the private estate, and that 
the other debts should be paid by the persons who took the residue. The 
Locke King Acts provided that mo ed. ay ane must bear the burden 
unless a contrary intention were shewn by express words or necessary 
implication. Here the scheme of the will was to give his son the trade 
property. subject to trade debts, and no one could doubt that that would 

clude any trade debts that might be secured on mortgage. The testator 
divided his debts into two classes, trade debts and other debts, and if the 
former class included mortgage debts the latter class must include them 
aleo. Therefore, the residuary devisees and legatees were only to take 
what was left after paying the private mortgage debts. That was the 
intention the testator expressed on the face of the will, and the Acts did 
not interfere with that construction. The son must pay the trade debts, 
bué the residuary devisees and legatees must pay the private debts, 
wr | these mortgage debts. Summons refused.—Oounsat, Marten, 
Q0., and Vernon Smith ; Rigby, Q.C., Renshaw, Q.0., and Swinfen Eady. 
Soxrcrrors, A. Lawrence Houlder ; Snow, Snow, § Fox. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. JUDGE OF THE CITY OF LONDON COURT—16th May. 
Typa-wRiTTEN AFFIDAVITS WRITTEN ON ONE SIDE ONL¥Y—OrpD. 38, R. 7. 


Motion ez parte to the Divisional Court for an order nisi to compel the 
judge of the City of London Court to shew cause why he should not 
ear an action of Forbes, Abbott, § Co. v. Paul Hecker §¢ Co. The affidavits 
ia support of the ee were not filed in court, and when they were 
afterwards handed in to the Crown Office on drawing up the order, it was 
found that they were type-written on one side of the paper only. The 
Queen’s Ooroner refused to allow the order to be drawn up, on the ground 
that, being written or printed on one side of the paper only, the affidavits 
were informal and not in conformity with the requirements of ord. 38, r. 7, 
which directs that ‘‘ every affidavit shall be written or printed bookwise,” 
the practice of the court having always been to reject affidavits not 
written on both sides of the paper, bookwise. The applicant now moved 
Peal (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and Mathew, J.) Tor leave to file the 
a fe 
Lord Cotzrives, O.J., said: In this particular instance, as no harm can 
now be occasioned, we will allow these affidavits to be filed, but we have 
iven instructions to the master that no such affidavits are to be received 
future. The rules as to affidavits are not merely formal, but are framed 
to prevent certain consequences that might result from the breach of them, 
e vy! must be observed.—Oounszt, Lennard. Soxrcrrors, Ingledew, 
noe, § Co, 





Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re EEDE, A Solicitor, Hx parte DAVY—O. A. No. 1, 4th June, 


Practioe—Arrsat—Srrixine Sonicrron orr Rotts—Soxrcrrors Act, 
1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), s. 32. 


from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Cole- 
ridge, 0.J., and thew, J.). A charge havin 
solicitor under section 32 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, that he had suffered 
a he aan the +. — on ae 
q person nam ague, kno such un person 
not to be duly qualified to act as a solicitor, qomantins of the In- 
corporated Law Society, by whom the matter was in 
charge to be proved. Upon 


This was an ap 


name to be struck off th ag cee Seapets cee 
off the is. He a , and a cs 
tion was taken, on behalf of the In : Law Society, that no coyeal 


would lie, because it was a criminal matter. 

Tux Oovrr (Lord Esunn, M.R., and Lanvuny, LJ.) overruled the ob- 
jection, Lord Eeuun, M.R., said that it was contended that because the 
section enabled the court to pass a sentence of imprisonment on the 
| bene and bocause the court had held in Re Grayeton (32 

ovnnaL, 693) that euch » it so sentenced, could not 
also could not appeal. That wasnoteo, The 


unqualified 
Soxrorrons’ 
appeal, therefore the solici 


Legislature had reco; ¢ 
whom, as an officer of Cd fad, Oe Cor ee eee uriediction, 
and the unqualified person, over whom it had no 
Act enabled the court to send th it did 
could not ap against their order; but the punishment of the solicitor 
was striking him off the rolls. That was an 

wer of the court, from which there was always an a 
There was an obvious distinction between the 
solicitor, the one was a criminal and the other was 
case the order of the Divisional Court was not an 
cause or matter, and therefore the must be heard. 
concurred.—Counsgt, Hollams ; iliam Willis, 
Sourcrrors, E. W. Wiiliamson ; Burgess § Cosens. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 
Tue Pusiic Tavsree Br, 1890. 


The following report has been made by the committee of this society :— 
The Pablic Trustee Bill, 1890, was introduced into the House of Lords 
by the Lord Ohancellor, and, after discussion amend- 
ment, has been read a third time and by that House. The object 

experienced by private 


of the Bill is to meet a difficul to be 
suitable trustees. For pur- 


individuals and public bodies in 
pose the Bill proposes to establish the offi Se, hate. 25 in ae 


words to constitute a Government department 


ice 

" is to 
perpetual succession, and is 
an original or new trustee 
alone or jointly with any person or 
appointed in the same cases 
same manner and = ting « same 
trustee. He may be appointed 
belon to a class which he is authorized to accept’’ by general 
to be e from time to time 
of the Treasury, but subject to 
The scope of the public trustee’s possible powers is accordingly extremely 
wide, pe tages gers extend to his acting ( 

’ 


E 
A 


i 
i 
t 
ef 


E 

Bs 
Bs 
Fg 


to that effect be as an executor or administrator, com- 
mittee of a lunetic, receiver and manager, official or o liquidator, 
trustee in bankruptcy, trustee for debenture-holders, or even a8 a 
director of acompany. There is a further vision y the court 


having jurisdiction to grant probate of a will or letters of 

may grant such probate or letters to the public trustee (if a general order 
has been made authorizing him to accept such offices), and must as 
regards letters of administration consider the public in law 
entitled “‘ equa'ly with any other person or class of persons " to obtain 
such grant, In every case of in the pu trustee 

be entitled to compete with the next of kin of the deceased 
to administration ; further, even when a testator by 
property to an individual but omits to appoint an executor, the public 
trustee will have an equal r ot with the enivennal Ingniee to-ebtatn tethers 
of administration with the will annexed. While, however, the public trustee 
has so ne 8 jurisdiction conferred upon him, his public 
materially ined by the fact that he catast bave ony Srast cert wave Sim 

au 


inst his will, inasmuch as he is 
The ap intment to the office of public trustee is 
Chancellor, and his remuneration is to be fixed by the Treasury. 
be authorized to Fy Be ge and 
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exceptions) to be subject to 
<f tho guesiaion is much weakened by the fact that it is expressly 
subject to the provisions of the Bill and to the 


under, and the Bill gives wer to the Lord Chancellor with the 

of the ‘Treasury to make rales for regulating the office and for the 
Bill into effect, and in particular as to et. @ the 
audit thereof. It is therefore to the Lord Chancellor to acode 


and 
erratic cans 
benefit of the pa 


trustee 
amount of which are not indicated by the Bill but are 


; 
| 
4 
F 
| 


carota 
the establishment of a public trustee ; 
wnneoossary that it te undesirable fa interests of the 
and of beneficiaries, The aystem of private 





well in this coun te mane Gee eS ee 
Ske inw have maze ere than at any previous period 











528 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


June 7, 1890, 








—— 





~ 





The committee are of opinion that no sufficient reason exists for inter- 
fering with that system by placing in competition with it another 
system which will enjoy all the prestige of a Government department, and 
will naturally on that account meet with an amount of favour with the 
courts not enjoyed by private trustees. The Bill ignores the fact that the 
functions of a trustee are not confined to the preservation and investment 
of the trust estate and the distribution of its income. By far the larger 
number of trusts are created by wills and settlements, the object of which 
is to provide for infants and other persons who are not sui juris, and the 
duties of trustees are often rendered delicate and difficult by their 
having to take into account personal and moral considerations. A public 
department could not be expected to take these considerations into 
account: it would necessarily act according to fixed rules and without 
elasticity. In the case of infants, the question of guardianship is inex- 





tricabiy mixed up with that of trusteeship, and would be cminently 
musnited for treatment by 2 public department. Again, a public | 
department acting upon rigid rules would not do many things which | 
@ private trustee will frequently do in the interest of the cestuis | 
que irustent, A private trustee will often take upon himself a 
nominal rik, sometimes a serious risk, for their benefit: the public 
trustee would never doso. If it were a question of carrying on a testa- 
tor’s business for a few months to enable it to be disposed of to greater 
advantage, the private trustee might, in certain cases, be willing, but the 
public trustee would never do so. He would look at the risks and not at 
the advantages. The committee are also of opinion that the creation of a 
trustee department would be in itself a serious evil. It would place 
considerable patronage in the hands of the Government, and call into 
¢xistence a number of officials, who would in time become the rivals of 
the private trustee, and who would naturally seek to justify the existence 
of the office by extending its jurisdiction and making it a source of 
revenue to the State. Should it not prove a source of revenue as originally 
established, new functions will, doubtless, be added by subsequent enact- 
ments in order that an army of officials might have sufficient work 
to do. If it be urged that the public trustee is not intended to 
compete with the private trustee, attention need only be called to 
the clause which requires the court having jurisdiction in probate 
matterr, to consider the public trustee as in Jaw entitled equally with 
any other person to a grant of letters of administration. It is easy 
to foresee that in every case of a family dispute, the public trustee 
would naturally be selected by the court in preference to one of the next 
of kin. Very important, too, in this connection is the power by general 
order to confer upon the public trustee ‘‘any trust or duty.” Should the | 
public trustee be empowered by such a general order to accept the office | 
of official liquidator of a public company, it is hardly likely that a court | 
would appoint a private person to that office. The Bill, in short, pro- 
to establish officialism in a department of life which has hitherto | 
left to the individual. To what extent this will be done is to depend 
very largely upon general orders to be made under conditions which 
render tion of little practical effect. This officialism, although 
sometimes voluntarily adopted by a settlor, may in other cases be com- 
pulsorily imposed, and yet the department will be at liberty to refuse | 
trusts without reason assigned, and will thus fail to carry out the object | 
for which it is to be estabiished. The department, too, will act upon rules 
not embodied in the existing law or in the Bill iteelf, but to be laid down 
by another Government department ; and, finally, the Treasury, which is 
to obtain the anticipated profit of the department, is itself to fix the rate | 
of remuneration. It is beyond doubt that the beneficiaries in the case of a | 
trust managed by the public trustee will be under serious disadvantages | 
as compared with beneficiaries whose affairs ure managed by a private | 
trustee. The public trustee, acting according to a prescribed routine and | 
persons] knowledge of the parties interested, would necessarily 
require strict evidence of pedigree, identity, and other matters such as is 
nos needed by a private trustee, who is usually acquainted with his cestuis 
que trustent and often their near relative. This would increase the dela 
and expense to the beneficiaries quite apart from the public trustee’s 
of the coomena te deputies than SS tors he Ty age on aiietone 
rnishe the cum , 
and formalities now required in order to complete a conveyance 
of with a registered title. Apart from their grave objections to the 
main propotals of the Bill, the committee desire to draw attention 
to some anomalics which the Bill would create, if passed in ite present 
ee a See a te pills tne ems be 
authorized to act cither alone or jointly with any other person or body | 
It has been already pointed out that the public trustee's | 
will be largely determined by the provisions of the Bill and the | 
ex, and that they must to some extert differ | 
widely differ from, the duties of a private trustee, | 
ected by the Bill, but will still depend upon the | 
the public trustee acts jointly with a private trustee, | 
will be governed by different rules of law, and it is | 
the public trustee may be bound to do certain things | 
trustee is not bound to do or is even prohibited from 
» Much confusion would be produced by such a state of | 
the reeult would doubtless be that the provision by which the | 
may act jointly with another person or body of persons | 
a dead later. The Bill also proposes to enact that when | 
held by the public trustee involves the payment of any | 
, the public trustee shall not be liable therefor, except | 
property is available for the same. Such « provision | 
to endless confusion or injustice, or to « revolu in the | 
les. Take the ord case of shares in a com- | 
psid up devolving upou the public trustee. The 
upon acc, 
be registered as absclate owner, no trusts being recog- 
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| satisfactory progress of the association. 


niring shares in such a company, is required by | 


nized. If the public trustee should be registered with the proposed limi- 
tation of liability the cestuis que trustent would get the benefit of the 
company’s dividends while it remained prosperous, but would be able to 
evade liability in the event of calls being necessary. Two distiuct classes 
of shareholders would be constituted, one class being liable to the extent 
of their means, another class liable to the extent of a trust estate of 
unknown, and possibly varying value. A company whose directors had 
the power of refusing to register transfers, would prob»bly decline, under 
such circumstances, to register the public trustee as a snareholder, unless 
for fully paid-up shares. But this course would ust be open to the 
majority of the companies whose shares are publiciy quoted. Similar 
questions will arise in the case of leaseholds or other property held subject 
to the payment of rent or the performance of covenants. With reference 
to the difficulty which occasionally exists in obtaining <uitable persons to 
act as trustees (a difficulty which wou!d be lessened if private trustecs 
were endowed with some of the immunities and benr fits which the Bill 
proposes to confer upon the public trustee) the committee are of opinion 
that it will be met by the extension of the principle of trust companies 
which has lately been introduced into this country, a::d has for many 
years been succesfully applied in the United States. They accordingly 
support the principle of the Trust Companies Bill now p -nding in Parlia- 
ment, and are of opinion that with proper safeguards for the protection 
and administration of trust property the legalization of such companies 
will be a useful supplement to private trusteeships, and will supply the 
public requirements better than the Pablic Trustee Bill, without being 
open to the objections urged against that measure. 





THE LIVERPOOL BOARD OF LEGAL STUDIES. 


The annual meeting of the Liverpool Board of Lega! Studies was held 
recently. Mr. F. J. Hawxtns, a member of the board representing the 
Incorporated Law Society, presided in the absence of Mr. W. A. Jevons, 
the chairman of the board. Among those present were Messrs. T. H. 
Bayliss, Q.C., J. Rutherford, F. J. Leslie, W. A. Ooppinger, Maccunn, 
W. J. Stewart, W. A. Weightman, Rogers, J. S. Seaton, E. H. Sweny, 
F. Archer, 0. B. KR. Kent, A. F. Warr, Morris P. Jones, J. Thorneley, 
W. F. Wilson, 0. B. Wilson, jun., and M. P. Jones. 

The first prizes for each of the courses had been awarded to Mr. N. 
Gradwell. Mr. A. Rutherford was awarded the sccond prize in the first 
course, and in consideration of the fact that he had won the second prize 
in both courses he was awarded a special priza. 

The Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report and statement of 
accounts, which showed a balance in hand of £73 8+. 6d., referred to the 
He, however, expressed his 
regret that the lectures were being so poorly attended. 

Mr. Bayurss seconded. Law students should, he said, do all they 
could to make themselves proficient in the profession they had adopted. 
This could not be done without study, and the lectures which were being 
provided must prove exceedingly protitable to all attentive studente, 

Mr. W. A. Corincer and Professor Maccunn supported the motion, 
the latter expressing his pleasure at the fact that the accommodation at 
University College, where some of the lectures were delivered, would soon 
be so much improved. 

The Chairman then presented the awarded prizes. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Iw continuation of the scheme of legal study which was determined 
upon by the board in the three previous years, a course of lectures 
has been provided on a branch of each of the three main divisions of law 
—viz., (a) Conveyancing (the sale of real estate); (+, Equity (general 
principles of equity and law of trusts); and (c) Common Law (the law of 
torts). The conveyancing lectures formed the first course, common law 
the second course, and equity the third course. The three courses were, 
as before, delivered consecutively, extending from the last week in Sep- 
tember to the last week in 7 Each course consisted of ten loctures 
supplemented by classes. he conveyancing lectures were of a very 
practical nature, and in the classes the students were furnished with an 
abstract of title on which requisitions were to ba drawn and replies pre- 
pared, and they were also requested to draw and peruse a draft convey- 
ance. Inthe common law classes the students were set to draw and settle 
the various pleadings in an action, and these were considered in class with 
the lecturer. Papers of questions were set weekly by the equity lecturer, 
and the answers to these questions were corrected and handed back to 
the students, and were afterwards either gone through in class or dis- 
cussed iniividually with the students. At the conclusion of each coarse 
an examination was held, and two prizes of £3 3s. and £2 2s. respactively 
were offered for competition amongst articled clerks and bar students at 
each examination. Sir Henry Fox-Bristowe, QO, Vice-Ohancellor of 
Lancaster, again very kindly provided the priz+s offered at the ex«mina- 
tion held at the conclusion of the course on “ Kquity,’’ It is to be 
regretted, however, that at the second and third vourses only six and 
eight candidates respectively presented themselves at the examination, 
aud, according to the usual practice of the board, only one prize of £3 3). 
could be awarded, Having regard, however, to the examiner's reports, 
the board have determined to present to Mr, Rutherford, who was sccont 
in both courses, a special prize of £2 2s. for the excellent papers sent in 
by him. The fees charged for the lectures have been the same as in 
previous years—viz, 7s. 64. a course, or £1 for the three courses, to 
students who were members of the Liverpool Law Studente’ Association, 
and a fee of 10s. 64. @ course, or £1 104, for the three courses, to others 
not members of that body. The amount received from this source has bon 
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— 
£42 2s. 6d. as compared with £40 13s. last year. In addition to the three 
courses already mentioned, the board oo @ course of lectures on 
“ Subjects in Bankruptcy Law,” by W. F. Taylor, Esq., barrister-at-law. 
The course consisted of eight lectures, which were delivered in the Law Library 
between 5.15 and 6.15 on consecutive Thursday evenings, commencing on 
the 10th of October. The fee charged for this course was 10s. 6d. each, 
and the amount received from this source was £5 15s. 64. The board 
regret that they cannot regard Mr. Taylor’s course as being well sup- 
rted, even taking into consideration the fact that the lectures were more 
ticularly intended for advanced students. The following is a table of 
the attendance at each course :—Ist course: number of students entered, 
42; average attendance, at lectures, 34, at classes, 23; number present at 
examination, 11. 2nd course, number of students entered, 34; average 
attendance, at lectures, 22, at classes, 12; number present at examination, 
6. 3rd course: number of students entered, 35; average attendance, at 
lectures, 22, at classes, 18; number present at examination, 3. Bank- 
ruptcy: number of students entered, 11 ; average attendance, at lectures, 8 
The board feel that the attendance at the lectures and classes should be 
largely increased, and they appeal to solicitors to bring the great advan- 
tages to be derived from the lectures provided by the board under the 
notice of their articled clerks. In addition to the above lectures the board 
made arrangements for two courses of evening lectures, in the place of the 
three courses delivered last year. The first course was delivered before 
Christmas and the second after Christmas. The courses were as follows :— 
Subjects—(L) Marine insurance ; lecturer: T. G. Carver, Esq., barrister-at- 
law. (2) Principal and agent; lecturer: A. G. Steel, -, barrister-at- 
jaw. Each course consisted of five lectures, which were delivered at the 
University College on Tuesday evenings, at 8 30 p.m., the fee charged for 
each course being five shillings. The lectures were intended to meet the 
requirements of mercantile clerks and non-professional students, as well 
asof students proposing to enter the legal profession. Unfortunately only 
ashort time before these lectures commenced, and after the prospectuses 
had been distributed and the lectures advertised, the order of the courses 
had to be reversed. This had a serious effect on the attendance at the 
course on “‘ Principal and Agent,’’ as a large number of gentlemen came 
to the first lecture under the impression that the subject.of the course was 
“Marine Insurance,’’ and no doubt many who were desirous of attending 
the course on ‘‘ Principal and Agent’’ did not hear of the alteration in the 
dates until it was too late for them to attend that course. The attendance 
at these lectures was at follows:—Ist course (‘‘ Principal and Agent’): 
attendance at first lecture (free), 31; number of students entered, 11; 
average attendance, exclusive of first lecture, 8. 2nd course (‘* Marine 
Insurance ’’): attendance at first lecture (free), 35; number of students 
entered, 35; average attendance, exclusive of firat lecture, 31. The 
financial condition of the board continues satisfactory, there being 
a credit balance in hand of £73 8s. 6d., of which £4 15s. 6d. belongs to 
the prize fund. The board wish to express their thanks to the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United Kingdom, the University College, 
Liverpool, and the Liverpool Law Students’ Association for the very 
li grants made by those bodies to the funds of the board, and also to 
those members of the profession who have so generously augmented the 
funds by subscriptions and donations. At the same time they regret 
very much that the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
could not see their way to continue the larger grant of ct annum, 
which for the two previous years they had made to the , and they 
earnestly hope that the state of the funds of that society in future will be 
such as to lead them to increase their contribution. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. ’ 


The annual general court of this association was held on po 29, 1890, 
the vice-president, Mr. John Boodle, in the chair. The owing re- 
port of the board of directors was presented :— 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting a report of their pro- 
ceedings and the accounts for the past twelve months. 

2. The directors have considered thirty-three members’ cases, and have 
distributed amongst them the aggregate sum of £1,315. 

3. They have also distributed the sum of £52 10s. amongst 4 non- 
members’ cases and recommend to the general court that asum of £150 
be placed at their disposal for distribution amongst the cases of non- 
members for the ensuing year. 

4. The directors have the pleasure to report that they have received to- 
_ the funds of the association a donation of £84 from Mr. John 

ackrell. 

5. The directors have the further gratification of announcing that the 
office of president, vacated by the lamented death of the late Laurence 
Desborough, Eeq., has, at their solicitation, been accepted by the 
Attorney. General, Sir Richard Everard Webster, Q O., M.P. 

6. The following amounts of stock now belong to the association—viz. ; 
Oonsols (2} per cent ), £22,480 11s. 9d. ; India 3 per Cents., £4,162 18s. 6d. : 
India 3} No Oents., £465 13s, 24.; Great Indian Peninsular Railway 
a as ,500; East Indian Railway Company (Annuity Olass B), 

7. The dividends received duriog the past year from these investments 
amounted to £1,180 16s. 1d., and, with £302 8s., the amount received 
for the like period in respect of annual ae ons, and £84 donation, 
made the total income of the association £1,567 4s. 1d. for the year. 

8, The directors have to report, with deep regret, the deaths, during the 
- year, of the following members of the aseociation:—Mr. Robert 

» Mr. Edward Wellwyn James, Mr, Gerard Ford, Mr, W, B. 8. 
Rackham, and Mr. John B. Lee. 

9. The directors are sorry to state that 

Joined the association during the past year, an 
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g objects of the fessional friends to 
become subscribers, to obtain a addition to the list of members to 
this metropolitan association, and thus enable the directors to make larger 
— _ a eo a ee for — 

. By the regulations of the association, the vice- 
treasurers, directors, and auditors for the soul cant a to agnor 
at the present meeting. 

11. In conclusion, the directors cannot but feel that the proceedings of 
past years are well calculated to impress on the minds of the supporters 
of the association a strong feeling in favour of its continued usefulness, 
and the only reward they desire for their exertions in this charitable work 
is the approbation of the members at large and their activity and 
zeal in promoting the interests of this truly benevolent<nstitution. 








THE LAW IN 1847 AND THE LAW IN 1885. 


Lorp Ootzripes has published in this month’s Contemporary Review the 
address which he delivered to the B ham Law Studente’ 


March, 1889, We shortly reported the at the time, but there are 
many iges in the complete text which will be read with interest. 
Lord ridge says :—I began my legal life in 1847, at that time the 


and 

common law rested mainly, though not exclusively, upon special pleadiag 
end truth wos investignied lay tales 6f Giihanes ap aqneiiay Samal te 
exclude falsehood, that very truth was quite unable to force its way 
through the barriers erected against its opposite. Plaintiff and defendant, 
husband and wife, persons, excepting Quakers, who objected to an oath 
those with an interest, direct or indirect, immediate or contingent, in the 
issue to be tried, were all absolutely excluded from giving evidence. Non- 
suits were constant, not because there was no cause of action, but because 
the law refused the evidence of the only who cculd prove it. 
I do not speak of Chancery, which had defects of its own, because 
I pretend to no more knowledge of Chancery practice than is 
up by a common Jawyer who, as he rises in his profession, is 
taken into courts of equity to examine a witness or to argue a case 
upon conflicting facts. Questions as to and as to wills, so far 
as they relate 1 to personal property, were under the jurisdiction of courts 
called ecclesiastical, with a procedure and principles happily of their own, 
and presided over by judges not —_ by the Crown. The admiralty 
jurisdiction, at all times of great, in time of war of enormous, importance, 
was in practice committed to an ecclesiastical judge. Criminals, except in 
high treason and in misdemeanour, could be defended by counsel only 
through the medium of cross-examination. Speeches could be delivered, 
with the above exceptions, only by the prisoners themselves, and the 
system of writing speeches for the parties themselves to deliver, a system 
of which, in questions of real property, the orations of Iswas, and, in other 
matters, those of Lysias, Isocrates, and many of Demosthenes him 
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as Baron Parke Piped, the Oourt of Exchequer followed, and dragged after 
it, with more or less reluctance, the other common law courts of West- 
minster Hall. Sir William Maule and Sir Cresswell Cresswell did their 
best to resist the current. Cresswell was a man of strong will, of clear, 
sagacious, sensible mind, and a sound lawyer; Sir William Maule seems 
to me, on reflection, and towards the close of along life, on the whole, the 
most intellect I ever came across. He could split a hair into 
twenty filaments at one time, and at another could come crushing down, 
like a huge steam hammer of good sense, through a web of subtlety which 
disappeared under hisblow. A great scholar, a very great mathematician, 
who extorted, as I have been told by Cambridge men, a senior wrangler- 
ship from examiners wedded to the synthetic method, in spite of his per- 
sistent and indeed defiant use of the analytic; a great linguist, an 
accomplished lawyer, and overflowing with humour, generally grotesque 
and cynical, but sometimes alive with a rich humanity. He was a some- 
what disappointed man ; his life was said hardly to court inspection: he 
was certainly, with all his great gifts, personally indolent. He was not a 
great judge, not because he could not, but because he would not be. He 
play his office. An utter disbeliever in the virtue of women, he 
was cruel to them in court; but, with this large exception, there was 
nothing mean about him, nothing unjust ; and anything Tike brutality or 
fraud roused his indignation, and brought out all the nobler qualities of 
his strangely compounded character. Baron Parke was, in a legal view, 
his favourite aversion.* ‘‘ Well,” I have heard him say, ‘‘ that seems a 
in morals and a monster in reasoning. Now, give us the judgment 
of Baron Parke which lays it down as law.” With the advent of Lord 
Campbell to the Chief Justiceship, a great lawyer, not wedded to the 
technicalities, which he thoroughly understood, but did not 
, came to the assistance of good sense and justice. But for some 
he struggled in vain against the idolatry of Baron Parke to which 
whole of the common law at that time was devoted. Even so very 
t a lawyer and so independent a man as Sir James Willes dedicated 
k to him as the judge ‘‘ to whom the law was under greater obliga- 
than to any judge within legal memory.”’ One of the obligations 
very near conferring on it was its absolute extinction. ‘‘I have 
aided in building up sixteen volumes of Meeson & Welsby,’’ said he 
proudly to Charles Austin, “‘and that is a great thing for any man to 
“*T dare say it is,’ said Austin; ‘‘ but in the Palace of Truth, 
do you think it would have made the slightest difference to man- 
or even to England, if all the cases in all the volumes of Meeson & 
Welsby had been decided the other way?’’ He repeated his boast to Sir 
William Erle. ‘‘It’s a lucky thing,’”’ said Sir William, as he told me 
himself, “that there was not a seventeenth volume, for if there had been 
the common law itself would have disappeared altogether, amidst the 
jeers and hisses of mankind’’; ‘‘and,’’ he added, ‘‘ Parke dian’t seem 
to like it.” Peace be with him. He was a great lawyer, a man of high 
and powerful intellect. No smaller man could have produced 
such results. If he ever were to revisit the glimpses of the moon one 
shudders to think of his disquiet. No absque hoc, no et non, no colour, 
express or implied, given to trespass, no new assignment, belief in the 
doctrine of a negative pregnant no longer necessary to legal salva- 
tion, and the very nice question, as Baron Parke is reported to have 
thought, whether you could ly de injuria to a plea of deviation in an 
action on a marine policy not only still unsolved, but actually considered 
not worth solution! I suspect that to the majority of my hearers I am 
in an unknown tongue, and it is strange that in the lifetime of 
has not yet quite fulfilled the appointed span of human life such 
a change, such a revolution in a most conservative profession, should be 
actually consummated. I must not indulge in any feeble attempt to re- 
produce the men who then, bound in the fetters of this system, yet in 
spite of them, enlightened us by their intellect, instructed us by their 
charmed and touched us by their eloquence. Two alone remain 
of the great men of those times, Lord Bramwell and Sir Montague 
whom I mention, because they have, though living, entered upon 
of their fame ; the last, the most sensible, weighty, and 
sagacious of men; the first, a great lawyer, a keen intellect, who has 
to cloak the kindest and most generous heart that beats on earth 
a of caustic but humorous icism. The rest are gone: 
greatest lawyer, I thould think, since Sir William Grant; 
quickest mind, the keenest, tersest, swiftest advocate ; Kelly, 
ed his fame, but who was in his prime the not wholly unequal 
Follett and of Cam bell ; Crowder, not much out of his profes- 
a kindly gentleman, but in it the atest master of Nisi 
knew; Erle, whom 1 knew only as a judge, but whom I have 
in youth, and who was, in my opinion, by far the greatest advocate 
time ; Cockburn, the accomp 
Charles Austin, probably the most highly gifted of them all by 
but devoted his noble ers to mere money-making, and 
does the world move, by this time forgotten but for 
him to be found in the autobiography of John 
these men the system under which they flourished 
age are eee ee aa wee are oo, 
is no refuge upon the » except, as 
of New Jerscy, in America. Law and equity are 
istered; marrisge, wills, admiralty cases are dealt 
hands of judges with not a flavour of ecclesiasticism 
the admisistrators of the new system, those who made 
now preside over or contend under it, the living and 
it is not for me to speak. Roundell Palmer, Mellish, 
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Cairns, Blackburn, Charles Russell, Horace Davey, Henry James, John’ 
Karslake, who led 
“ A life too short for friendship, not for fame ’’— 


these and many more, whom I cannot even presume to catalogue, must 
wait for a better, a fitter, a younger man to commemorate as they deserve 
their many great and various merits. I do not think, however, that ag 
English law has grown more just and reasonable English lawyers have 
grown less learned or more dull. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RECENT STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


Tue Principtes or Equiry. By Epmunp H. T. Sne.t. 
By Ancuisatp Brown, MA., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. 
Haynes. 


Snell’s Equity still remains the favourite text-book with law students’ 
reading for examinations, and will probably continue to do so, notwith- 
standing many formiduble rivals. The present edition apparently incor- 
porates all important statutes and cases up to date. Perhaps Derry v. Peek 
was reported a little too late, as we fail to find any reference thereto. 
One or two old-standing blunders remain uncorrected ; thus Reynolds v. 
Godlee is still quoted, though it was expressly overruled by Curéeis v. 
Wormald. We are glad to find increased information on the management 
of lunatics’ property, copyright in the title of a book, &c. It would have 
been advisable to have set out the Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy’ 
Act, 1888, in extenso, and to have referred to section 40 of the 1883 Act in’ 
a note, while just the converse is done. Notwithstanding a few defects, 
we consider the present edition will fully maintain the reputation that 
preceding editions of the work have acquired. 


Ninzs Eoprrion, 
Stevens & 


A Manvat or tue Parincretes or Equity. By Joun InpERMAUR, 
Solicitor. Sxzconp Epition. George Barber. 


This is a much shorter work than that above mentioned, intended prin- 
cipally for the use of students; it is true that it consists of some 420 
pages, but as the margins are wide, evidently with a view for the insertion 
of notes, it can be read in less than half the time. It wil) be founda 
trustworthy companion volum+, useful for revision purposes or for a 
general preliminary view. We cannot recommend students for the Final 
to rely solely on this work for their equity, as we notice that several ques- 
tions in the April equity paper could not possibly have been answered’ 
from a perfect knowledge of its contents. Statutes and case law on the 
subjects dealt with are thoroughly yes a down to date, but certain 
matters we should expect to find in a stndent’s work on this subject are 
not touched upon at all, such as injunctions against infringing ‘‘ trade 
names,”’ ‘‘ powers in the nature of trusts,”’ cases in which an action for an 
account can be maintained; while on other subjects, such as ‘‘ resulting 
trusts,”’ ‘‘ suretyship,”” &c., the information is meagre. We think the 
author is wise in not touching on company law in a short work on the 
principles of equity. 


Tue Exvements oy Mercantire Law, By T. M. Srevens, M.A., B.O.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


A useful little work for a student who ultimately intends practising in 
the City. Of course there is some difficulty in deciding what is fair sub- 
ject-matter for what is shortly termed mercantile law. but if such a work 
is framed we should have expected to find something on company law and 
less on bills of sale. Under insurance we should have expected something 
on liens acquired on policies by the payment of premiums; and Re Leslie, 
and the work might have been further improved by referring to the 
measure of damages under certain of the special contracts particularly 
dealing with such matters as non-delivery by vendor when purchaser 
has subsold, non-delivery under charter-parties, &c. There is a short, 
useful chapter on stamps, and the chapter on sale of personal property is 
admirably done. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION 


At the Trinity examination held at Liocoln’s-inn Hall in May, the Council 
of Legal Education awarded to Charles Maturin, Gray’s-inn, a studentship 
in Jurisprudence and Roman Law of 100 guineas, to continue for a period of 
two years; to Morgan Owen Evans, Lincoln’s-inn, and Ong Siang Song, 
Middle Temple, studentships in Jurisprudence and Roman Law of 100 

ineas for one year; and to William Henry Cromie, Gray’s-inn, tho 

jarstow Law Scholarship. 

The Council also awarded to the following students cortificates that they 
had satisfactorily passed a public: examination:—K. F. Abbott, Middle 
Temple; G. G. Alexander, Inner Temple; J, E. Ansell, Middle Temple; 
J, R. Atkin, Gray’s-inn; T. L, Atkinson, Inner Temple; J. 8. F. Bacon, 
Inner Temple; A. ©. Banerjco, Middle Temple; Reginald Benoe-Jones, 
Inner-Temple; A. P, Buller, Inner Temple; B. W. Oompion, Inner 
Temple; C. R. Clark, Middle Temple; A.C. Clauson, Lincoln’s-inn ; W. H: 
Cromie, Gray’s-inn; OC. E. FE, Damian, Gray’s-inn; Raghu Nath Das 
Garge, Middle Temple; Jogendra Nath Das Gupta, Middle Tomplo ; F’. M. 
De Saram, Inner Torple M. W. Dixon, Inner ‘Temple; 0, E. Dyer, 


Middle Tomple; N. T. Foster, Innor Templo; . M. Francke, 
Inner Temples H. ©. Golan, Middle Temple; Maxwell Hall, 
Inne¢ Temple; Alfred Hardie, Inner Hughes, 


Temple; F. G, 
Innér Templo; Stamford Hutton, Inner Tom es Kizhakeapat Palat 
Krishna-Monon, Inner Tomploy R. A. Law, Middle Templo; J. © 
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Ledlie, Middle Temple ; T. F. Lloyd, Middle Temple ; H. L. Lopes, Inner 
Temple; James Ritchie Macoun, Middle Figs Malawa Ram Mehta, 
Middle Temple; Louis Mieville, Inner Temple; Pundit Uma Sankar Misra, 
Inner Temple; ©. M. Nelson, Lincoln’s Inn; G. R. Northcote, Inner 
Temple; J. R. Orford, Inner Temple; P. R. Papillon, Inner Temple ; 
M. i. M. T. Pigott, Middle Temple; G. M. Prior, Inner Temple; G. K. T. 


Purcell, Lincoln’s-inn; C. A. Rhodes, Inner Temple; R. E. L. Richards, 


Toner T ple: R, CO. Richards, Gray’s-inn ; D. T, Roberts, Middle Temple ; 
Ee 


¢. T. bson, Inner Temple; H. S. Romer, Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur 
Rutherford, Middle Temple; G. W. Scott, Inner Temple; G. J. T. Seck- 
ham, Lincoln’s-inn; W. F. Sherwood, Middle Temple; W. F. im, 
Inner Temple; H. G. Snowden, Middle Temple ; Daniel Stephens, Inner 
Temple; W. 8S. Stretton, Inner Temple; E. M. Sturges, Inner Temple ; 
w. R. Vale, Gray’s-inn; G. F. Warner, Lincoln’s:inn; A. W. Watson, 
Inner Temple; W.S. Webber, Middle Temple; H. W. Wickham, Middle 
Temple; C. G. Wilbraham, Middle Temple; D. F, Wilbraham, Lincoln’s- 
inn; J. A. Wild, Gray’s-inn; S. G. Woods, Gray’s-inn ; and Hugh Wright, 
Middle Temple.—Out of 94 examined, 67 passed. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman Law :— 
Rowland Allen, Inner Temple; Kofi Asaam, Inner Temple; A. D. Bateson, 
InnerTemple; Daniel Chamier, Inner Temple; Lala Parkash Chand, Lincoln’s- 
ion; R. F. Cook, Middle Middle; John Correia, Inner Temple; Greenidge 
Elliott, Middle Temple; W. A. Forbes, Inner Temple; 8S. Freemantle, 
Inner Temple; G. L. Gibson, Middle Temple; A. R. Gloag, Inner Temple ; 
W. H. Grenfell, Inner Temple ; H. P. Hamer, Middle Temple; Reginald 
Harrison, Inner Temple; T. E. Haydon, Inner™ Temple; G. R. Howat, 
Middle Temple; E. U. Jackman, Middle Temple; J. G. Johnston, Inner 
Temple; E. M. Konstam, Inner Temple; Mancherji Kharsedji Lalkaka, 
Middle Temple; M. T. La Thangue, Middle Temple; J. A. Longley, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; J. F. M’Arthur, Middle Temple; J. K. Mackay, Middle 
Temple; A. L. Maddison Inner Temple; R. C. Maxwell, Middle Temple ; 
0. A. D. Melbourne, Inner Temple; W. H. C. Minns, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Rafinddin Ahmed Moulvi, Middle Temple; M. J. B. Murphy, Inner Temple ; 
tH. Parr, Inner Temple; A. L. Penrhyn, Inner Temple; W. W. Phillips, 
Inner Temple; J. E. Pinto, Middle Temple; F. C. Richardson, Inner 
Temple ; Rowland Rowlands, Inner Temple ; John Ryan, Inner Temple ; 
LL, C. St. Clair, Lincoln’s-inn ; H. 8S. Scott, Lincoln’s-inn; L. A. Selby- 
Bigge, Inner Temple; P. M. C. Sherriff, Middle Temple; F. C. Smith, 


Inner Temple; Lindsey Smith, Middle Temple; E. F. Tanner, Middle | 


Temple; H. T. Van Laun, Inner Temple ; G. M. Weekley, Middle Temple ; 
A. M. White, Middle Temple ; G, L. J. Wilson, Inner Temple ; K. F.Wood, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; R. H. V. Wragge, Lincoln’s-inn; and G. E. Yarrow, Gray’s- 
inn.—Out of 54 examined, 52 passed. 








PENDING LEGISLATION. 
A Bitt mntiTULED AN AcT FoR THE APPOINTMENT oF A Pusiic TRUSTER. 


The following is the Bill as it passed the House of Lords. ] 
otz.—The words enclosed in brackets and in italics are proposed to be 
inserted in Committee. 
Be it enacted, &c. : 
1, Office of public trustee.) 
public trustee. 


(1.) There shall be established the office of 


(2.) The public trustee shall be a corporation sole under that name, | 
with perpetual succession and an official seal, and may sue aud be sued | 


under the above name like any other corporation sole. 

(3.) Subject. to the provisions of this Act, and to the rules made there- 
under, the public trustee may act either alone or jointly with any person or 
Bg persons in any copeaiy to which he may be appointed in pursuance 
of this Act, and shall have all the same powers, duties, and liabilities, and be 
entitled to the same rights and immunities and be subject to the control and 
orders of the High Court, asa private trustee acting in the same capacity, 
provided that where the trust property held by the public trustee is of such 
anature as to involve, gy of the terms of the trust, the payment 
of any rent, call or debt, or the discharge of any other liability, the public 
trustee shall not be liable therefor except so far as the trust property is 
available to meet the same, 

2. Appointment of public trustec to be trustee, executor, &e.—(1.) The public 
trustee may by that name be appointed to be trustee of any will, or marriage 
or other family settlement, or to perform any trust or duty belonging to a 
dass which he is authorised by a general order under this section to accept, and 
may be so appointed, whether tho will or settlement, or instrument creating the 
trust or duty, was made or came into operation before or after the passing of 
this Act, and either as an original or as a new trustee, in the same cases, an 


in the same manner, and by the same pore or court, as if he were a private | 


trustee, with this addition, that though the trustees originally appointed were 
two or more, the public trustee may be Y 4 oye sole cee _ 

(2,) A general order for the purpose of this section may be made by the 
Lord Chancellor with the condurrence of the Treasury, but the draft of auy 
order proposed so to be made shall be laid on the table of each House of 


Parliament not less than thirty days on which such House has sat before the | 


order is made, and if the draft is disapproved of by a resolution of either 
Haase, the ordev shall note made. 

» Power as to -granting probate.) If in pursuance of an eral order 
under this Aidt, the public trustoo is authorised to accept by t f Game pro- 
bates of wills or letters of administration, the court having jurisdiction to 
ae robes of « will or letters of administration may grant such probate or 

to the:publio trustee “by that namo, and for that urpose the court 
thall consider the public trustee as in law entitled equally with other 
Person or class of persons to obtain the grant of letters of adintaisbration, 





d | such power or discretion by the co-trustee, unless it 





\ 


save that the consent or citation of the public trustee shall not be required 
for the t of letters of administration to any other person. 

4, Administration of small assets.| Where proceedings have been insti - 
tuted in the High Court for the administration of the estate of any deceased 
person, and by reason of the small value of such estate it yas to the 
court that the estate could be more economically administered by the public 
trustee than by the court, the court may order that such estate shall be ad- 
ministered by the public trustee ; and thereupon, subject to any directions 
of the court, the public trustee shall administer that estate in manner pro- 
vided by rules under this Act. 

5. Liability of Consolidated Fund.| (1.) The Consolidated Fund of the 
United Kingdom shall be liable to make good any liability arising out of any 
Fraud or negligence on the part of the public trustee, or his officers, and also 
any liability arising out of any such other act or default ni’ pores trustee, or 
his officers, as may be specified in rules under this Act, andeali sums payable in 
pursuance of this section out of the Consolidated Fund, shall be charged on and 
issued out of that fund or the growing produce thereof. | : 

(2.) The draft of any such rule shall be laid before the House of Commons 
for not less than thirty days on which that House has sat, and if the draft be 
disapproved of by a resolution of that House, the rule shall not be made. 

6. Appointment of public trustee and officers, and expenses of office.—(1). 
The Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Treasury, shall appoint a 
fit person to the office of public trustee during pleasure. 

(2.) The holder of the office of public trustee shall receive such salary as 
the Treasury from time to time assign. 

(3.) He may employ such officers and persons as, subject to the sanction of 
the ury, he may find necessary for the purposes of this Act, and those 
officers and persons shall be remunerated at such rates and in such manner 
as the Treasury may sanction. 

He shall, if so directed by the Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord 
Chancellor, maintain branch offices for the purpose of the transaction of busi- 
ness elsewhere than in London. 

\(4.) The said salary and remuneration, and such expenses of executing the 
office of public trustee: and otherwise carrying this Act into effect as may be sane- 
tioned by the Treasury, shall be paid out of moneys provided by Parliament. 

1. Fees charged by public tame" | (1.) There shall be charged in respect of 
the duties of the public trustee such fees, whether by way of percentage or 
otherwise, as the Treasury with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor fix, and 
snch fees shall be collected and accounted for by such persons and in such 
manner and shall be paid to such account as the ‘I'reasury direct. 

(2.) Any expenses which might be retained or paid out of the trust pro- 
perty if the public trustee were a private trustes shall be so retained or paid, 
and the fees shall be retained or paid in the like manner as and in addition 
to such expenses. 

[(3). Such fees shall, under the regulations of the Treasury, be applied as an 
appropriation in aid of moneys provided by Parliament for expenses under this 
Act, and so far as not so applied shall be paid into the 7] 

8. Holding and transfer of property.) (1.) The public trustee may hold 
property jointly with any persons or bey sey aggregate or sole. 

(2.) ‘The public trustee may, without li in mortmain, hold any land 
forming part of the trust property which a private trustee acting in the 
same capacity could hold. 

(3.) ‘The public trastee - wale ON Se be an - the books of 
any company or person as holder, either alone or jointly with any persons, 
pry Bersy of oe securities entered in such books. 7 

(4.) The order of the public trustee. given under his seal, shall be a 
necessary and sufficient authority to any such company or person for the 
transfer of any such stock, shares, or securities so far as respects the interest 
of the public trustee. 

(5.) % on the sale of any real property in which the public trustee is 
interested, the receipt of the purchase money shall not valid unless 
acknowledged by the public trustee under his seal. 

9. Appeal to the High Court.]—(1.) A person aggrieved by any act or 
omission of the public trustee in relation to any trust, may apply tothe 
meet Court, and the court may make such order in the matter as the court 
thinks just. 

(2.) Subject to rules of court, an application under this section shall be 
made to a judge of the Chancery Division of the High Court in chambers. 

10, Refusal of trust by public trustee.]|—The public trustee may decline, 
either absolutely or except on prescribed conditions, to any trust. 

The public trustee may, with the sanction of the court, retire from a trust. 

11, Restriction of powers of public trustee.J—If a testator or a settlor or 
other creator of any trust directs that ee Sere power or discretion shall 
be vested solely in the co-trustee, or not be vested in the public 
trustee, the i trustee shall not exercise such power or discretion, but 
shall, if need be, concur in all acts n to carry out the exercise of 
to him that the 
matter in which he is requested to concur is a breach of trust, and the public 
trustee, whether he does or does not so concur, shall not be [wer 
shall the Consolitated Fund be liable] for any such concurrence or non-con- 
currence on his part, 

12. Employment of solicitors and banks.) (1.) Where a testator, settlor, or 
other creator of any trust directs or authorises the employment of any par- 
ticular solicitor or bess or where either the co-trustee of the public trustee 
or the persons appearing to the pablie trustee to be for the time being entitled 
to the income of the trust, or if they are infants, their guardians, require the 
employment of any partioulor solicitor on hank. that solicitor or bank shall 
bo employed as the solicitor or bank, to trust, unless removed far good: 
pause by the High Court upon the application of the public trustee or of way 
Poreun epeysing to the cots to 29 reine hres 

ore 


(2) it appears to the public trustee that any solicitor or bank 
beon, ordinarily employed in_ matters connected with any - 
family mattors of persons concerned in the trast, he may, on the applicatiy 








532 


tHE SULICITORS’ JOURNAL 


June 7, 1890. 








or with the assent of any of such persons as appear to him to be principally 
interested in the income of the trust for the time being, employ such solicitor 
or bank as the solicitor or bank to the trast. 

((3.) Where a solici-or or bank is employed in pursuance of this section the 
Consolidated Fund shall not be liable to meet any liability arising from any 
default of such solicitor cr bank, and the public trustee shall not be deemed to 
have notice of any matter merely by reason of such solicitor or bank having had 
notice thereof. | 

13. Rules.} (1.) The Lord Chancellor, with the approval of the Treasury, 
may make rules for regulating the oftice of the public trustee and carrying 
into effect this Act, and any order made thereunder, and in particular in 
relation to all or any of the following matters, that is to say— 

(a) (subject to the provisions of this Act) the transfer to and from the 
public trustee of any property ; 

(b) the accounts to be kept, and the audit thereof; and 

(c) the regulation by the public trustee of any branch office. 

(2.) Rules made under this section shall be laid before both Houses of 
Parliament forthwith after they are made, if Parliament be then in session, 
and if not, then forthwith after the beginning of the then next session of 
Parliament. If either House of Parliament resolves that any such rule shall 
be annulled, the same shall be annulled from the date of such resolution, 
without prejudice however to anything previously done in pursuance thereof. 

(3.) If the rules require a declaration to be made for any purpose, a person 
who makes such declaration knowing the same to be untrue in any material 
particular shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. 

14. Application of Act to Duchy of Lancaster.] Whenever the public 
trustee in pursuance of this Act establishes a branch office in the county of 

, the Chancery Court of the county palatine of Lancaster shall, as 
respects all matters transacted through that office, have concurrent jurisdiction 
with the High Court under this Act, and the rules of court relating to the 
exercise of the jurisdiction of that court under this Act shall be pom A by the 
authority having power to make general rules and orders of that court. 

15. Mode of action of public trustee and Treasury] (1.) On behalf of the 
public trustee such person as may be prescribed may take any oath, make any 
declaration, verify any account, give personal attendance at any court or 
place, and do any act or thing whatsoever which the public trustee is required 
or authorised to take, make, verify, give, or do. 

(2.) Where any bond or security is required from a private person upon 
the grant to him of administration, or upon his appointment to act in any 
capacity to which the public trustee is appointed, the public trustee shall not 
be required to give such bond or security, but shall be subject to the same 
liabilities and duties as if he had given such bond or security. 

16. Definitions.] In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires— 


The expression ‘‘ probate”’ includes the confirmation of an executor in 


The expression “ administration”’ means letters of administration of the 

estate and effects of a deceased person, whether general, or with 

a will ansexed, or limited either in time or otherwise, and includes con- 
firmation in Scotland : 

The expression “ trust” includes an executorship or administratorship, and 
any other capacity in which the public trustee acts in pursuance of this 
Act ; and the expression “‘ trustee” shall be construed accordingly ; and 
the expression “trust property” shall include all property in the 
possession or under the control wholly or partly of the public trustee by 
virtue of any trust: 

The expression “‘ private trustee’’ means a trustee other than the public 


The expression “ expenses” includes costs and charges : 
The a. prescribed” means prescribed for the time being by rules 


under 
17. Short title} This Act may be cited as the Public Trustee Act, 1890, 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 
Eowarp Neosxt Lezson, sixth Kant or Mutrows, K.P., who died 


the second son of the fourth Earl of Milltown. 


He wae educated at | 


of his partner, Mr. James Edward Goddard Bradford. Mr. Davis was ad. 
mitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Joszpx Munn Macs, solicitor, of Tenterden and Ashford, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Tenterden Board of Guardians, Assessment Oom. 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, on 
the resignation of his father, Mr. William Glover Mace. who is town clek 
of Tenterden, and clerk to the borough magistrates. Me. J. M. Mace ig 
deputy town clerk of Tenterden. He was admitted a solicitor in 1883. 


Mr. Cuanrtes Frepenick Fanran, barrister, who has been appointed to 
act as a Judge of the High Oourt at Bombay during the absence (ig 
Egypt) of Mr. Justice Scott, is the son of Mr. George Farran, of Dublin, 
He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1864, 
when he obtained an open studentship. : 


The Hon. Henny Lezson, barrister, who has succeeded to the Pee 
on the death of bis brother, the sixth Earl of Milltown, is the third son 
of the fourth Earl of Milltown. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Dublin, and he was called to the bar in Ireland in 1860. 


Mr. Henry West Fovaneus, solicitor, of Bootle, has been elected Town 
Olerk of the borough of Eastbourne, on the resignation of Mr. John 
Henry Campion Coles. Mr. Fovargue was admitted a solicitor in 1889. 


Mr. Joseru Grirritu, solicitor, of Newcastle-under-Lyme, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Governors of the Newcastle-under- Lyme Endowed 
Schools, in succession to the late Mr. Thomas Harding. Mr. Griffith was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875. 








GENERAL, 


The Rules Publication Bill was read a second time in the Hose of 
| Commons on Monday. 


| On Tuesday Mr. Justice Kay resumed his judicial duties after his long 
absence through illness. His Lordship haviog taken his seat, the Attorney- 
| General rose, in a crowded court, and said—My Lord, allow me to express, 
| not only on behalf of the members of the Bar practising in your Lord- 
| ship’s court, but on behalf of the whole profession, our congratulations on 
| your Lordship’s complete recovery to health, and the hope that your 
| Lordship will be long spared to discharge those judicial duties which you 
| have already for many years exercised with such conspicuous ability and 
| eminent satisfaction to the country and to the public. Mr. Justice Kay 
| said, ‘I thank you, Mr. Attorney-General, and the Bar, for your kind 
| expressions, I trust my health is sufficiently restored to enable me to do 


| my duty in this court.’’ 


The Calcutta correspondent of the Times says that ‘‘ for some time past 
| it has been a matter of frequent complaint that the Indian High Courts 
| were unable tocope with the work owing to the insufficient numberof judges. 
| Attempts have been made from time to time to meet the complaint by 
| appointing temporary additional judges who were again removed as soon 
| as the arrears had been cleared off. This method is obviously unsatis- 
factory, and it is believed that the Government now contemplates relieving 
| the High Oourts by giving largely increased jurisdiction to the Small 
| Cause Courts, and empowering them to try cases involving title to land, 
| as well as bankruptcy matters, &c. Itis understood that the idea is to 
| make the change only in Madras in the first instance, and subsequently 
to extend it to the other presidencies if the experiment is successful.”’ 


| _ It is stated that in the will of the late Mr. Biggar, M.P., the testator 
| directs the residue of his property to be held in trust to pay £100 a yeer 
to his son Joseph, until he shal] be admitted as a solicitor, and in the 
| meanwhile to the remainder of the income to Mrs. Grace, or, on her 
death, to her c m; and, in the event of the death of his said son be- 
| fore he shall have been admitted as a solicitor, to hold the residue in trust 
| for them ; and further directs the income of Butlerstown Oastle and land 
| to be paid to Mrs. Grace until his son is admitted a solicitor, when it is to 
| be transferred to him. If he should fail to be admitted, Butlerstown 
| Oastle and the adjoining land, about 160 acres, are, or his death, to be in 
| trust for the Roman Catholic priests of the diocese of Waterford officiat- 
ing at Butlerstown, who shall reside at the Castle. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges of the Queen’s 


saddenly at his residence, Russborough, Wicklow, on the 3ist ult., was | poo» Division for holding their courts during the ensuing Trinity Bittings 


Trinity College, Dablin. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
im Michaelmas Term, 1362, and he was for several years a member of the 
Circuit. In 1871 he succeeded to the Irish peerage on the death of 
brother, and he was created a Knight of the Order of St. Patrick 
. Hehbad been a representative peer since 1881, and he steadily sup- 
the Conservetive party. Lord Milltown was Lord Lieutenant of 
county «cf Wicklow, ana a te for the counties of London, 
Wicklow, and Kildare. He was married in 1871 to the second 
of the fifth Karl of Harrington. He leaves no iesue, and the 
estates pass to his younger brother. 


rae 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricuanp Peerz Mossor, solicitor, of Holbeach, bas been appointed 

Registrar of Births, Deaths, and Marriages for the Hol- 

beach district. Mr. Mossop is clerk to the Holbeach Board of Guardians 
and to the Fieet Hchool Board. He was admitid a solicitor in 1864. 


Mr. Joun Avoverm Davis, solicitor (of the firm of Brad Davis, & 
Butterworth), of Swindon, has been appointed Clerk to the worth 
and Swindon Board of , Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Commitice, and Rural Sanitary Authority, on the resignation 


| Justice Denman and Mr. Justice 


| —viz , three courts will sit in Bane, the first of which will consist of 


Oharles; the second will be formed of 
| Lord Ohiet Justice Ooleridge and Mr. Justice Wills; and the third of 
| Justices Cave and A. L. Smith. A fourth court may be formed by Mr. 
Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Stephen, but it is anticipated that neither 
of these learned judges will be back in time for the early part of the 
sittings. Six courte will sit for the trial of special and common jur, 
cases, and actions set down to be tried without juries, the judges for 
being Mr. Baron Huddleston, and Justices Hawkins, Mathew, 
Dap, Se, oth ee Mr. Justice Lawrapce will be the judge 


Dr. Ohurton, Coroner of Ohester, has received the following communi- 
cation from the Home Secretary in reply to his letter of last week, applying 
for authority to have the man Spicer, charged with murdering his two 
children, brought before him at bis (the Ooroner’s) investigation :— 
** Whitehall, 2nd June.— With reference to your letter of the 27th ult., as 
to the attendance of a prisoner named Spicer at an inquest held oy 7m 
{ am directed the Secretary of State to inform you that he no 
power to order uction of a prisoner except upon angeles vA 
sffidavit that his is necessary for the purposes of justice. He 
unable, therefore, to comply with the application of your letter.—S 
Govrasy Lusuimoron.” Dr, Churton states that duriog his experience © 
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, ears as coroner he has invariably had the prisoners brought before 
4 such cases, and his action had never been challenged till the Crewe 
murder case. The matter will be brought before the Coroners’ Association 
and also before Parliament. 


The atoning oe the terms of a petition to the House of Commons, 
drawn up on of 143 wholesale grocers and merchants in the tea, 
coffee, provision, spice and colour trades in the City of 

to a resolution at the Mircing-lane Commercial 
London, on 28th April last, Sir Henry Peek being in the chair :—‘‘ That 
your petitioners have carefully considered Sir Albert Rollit’s Bill to amend 
the Law of Bankruptcy, and are wore af of opinion that, if passed as it 
stands, the Bill would almost completely prevent creditors having the con- 
trol over the assets of estates to which they are justly entitled, and it would 
hand over to officials of the court the sctantion thereof. Experience has 
conclusively shewn that such a course is neither economical nor ted 
to benefit either the public, debtors, or creditors, and your petitioners 
feel very strongly that the property of an insolvent debtor should belong 


to his creditors, who are the proper and only who should decide 
how that pa, is to be dealt with. The Bill, if passed, would practi- 
cally re e sof Arrangement Act of 1887, which, provides for 


the registration of deeds of arrangement, and has been received with 

considerable favour. Under these circumstances your petitionere ask your 

honourable House to consider whether such a retrograde step should be 

for a moment tolerated, and they respectfully venture to 

the Bill be not withdrawn at least the important clauses should 
__to counteract the evident tendency to officialism.”” 


The Lord Chancellor has introduced a Bill for improving the adminis- 
tration of justice in the Oourt of Chan of the County Palatine of 
He proposes that the court , a8 regards all persons, bodies 
corporate, and property within its jurisdiction, exercise the same powers 
and jurisdiction, and in a similar manner and subject to the same restric- 
tions in all respects as the High Court in its Ohancery Division has, or at 
any future time may have, in respect of such persons and things within 
its jurisdiction. Moreover, the Oourt of Ap 
appellate and original jurisdiction as to all j 
Lancaster Chancery Court as it has with respect to judgments and orders 
of the High Court or of any judge thereof; and the Appeal Court’s 
judgments and orders in these matters are to be subject to to the 
House of Lords in the same way as in other matters. 
power of transfer to the High Oourt; any cause or ma 
the Bill the Lancaster Chancery Oourt would have been com 
or deal with, and which, if it had been commenced in the 
could not under the Judicature Acts have bean assigned to 
Division of the High Court, may at any stage be 
Lancaster Chancery Oourt to the High Court by an order either of the 
Appeal Court or of that Chancery Court. Subsequently the cause will be 
—— with according to the practice of the 

nm commenced there. In future also any rules or orders that are 
for regulating the procedure or practice of the Lancaster Chancery 
or its fees are to be subject to the approval of the authority empowered 
to make rules for the Supreme Court, it being made no longer necessary 
to obtain the advice and consent of one of the Lords Justices of Appeal. 


At the Accrington Police-court, on Wednesday Mesars. David Towler & 
Sons, describ themselves as ‘‘accountants, attorneys,”” &c., were 
summoned by the Incorporated Law Society of England for the 
word “‘ attorney’ without being qualified, and in contravention of the 
Solicitors Act, 1874. Mr. Withers ap) for the society, and Mr. 
Towler, senior, defended himself. The former, in o case, said 
that search had been made in the Law List but the name of “ Towler” could 
not be found. He was not instructed to Beye the case, but the public 
should not be deceived by anybody us: e word “attorney ’? who was 
not entitled toit. He pointed out that Mr. Towler had gone so far as to use 
the word on a board outside his office and also on his bill-heads. Mr. Towler, 
ee Lmypyt the — of _ — ae — that the summons 
must fai t not been proved he usei the ‘al ‘ wilfully 
and alec He had never in any way sought to amply that he was a 
solicitor nor in any way sought to perform the duties of a solicitor, but in 
all cases where a tor had been required he engaged one. As to the 
word ‘‘attorney,” he came to Accrington with a city conception of the 
term— » wide, and general—a construction p upon it by diction- 
aries and encyclopmdias of general information. In one of the latest 
encyclopsdias published, the word was defined as meaning ** one 
appointed by another to act forhim.” In that sense only did he use the 
word, That ag pee he added, was not the first manifestation of 
country pique he had had to meet and bear since he came to reside in 
Accrington. The trates were of opinion the word was used with the 
intention of mislead nd people, Ald. Entwistle, the chairman, saying 
that the majority of the public the word would think he was a 
solicitor or lawyer of some kind, As the case was not proseed the defend- 
ant would be fined 20s. and costs. Mr. Towler gave notice of appeal, in 
case he should be advised to pursue that course. 
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Eaurry Law Lire Assurance Socrrty.—The quinquennial mee of 
this society was held on Tuesaday, the 27th ult., to ave taaeel of 
‘he directors for the five years ending the 3let of December last. The 
valuation has this time been based upon the combined tables of the Insti- 
tute of Actuaries, with interest at 2} cent. for the ordinary whole life 

licies and 3 per cent. for’ the dor. rn ee ees 

her value upon the policies and the valuation upon a more 

Notwithstanding this the report shews the amount available for to 





be £341,561, which is rather more than the amount divided at the 











bonus meeting. This bonus gives an average return to the 
of £2 12s. per cent. per annum on the sums assured, or £2 4s. per cent. 
on sum assured and previous bonuses. 

COURT PAPERS. 

SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANOR ON 
APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. Currry. 
. 9 Mr. Qoves Mr. Beal “ Mr. Darrington 
1 Clowes bo Carrington 
12 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
Clowes < 
14 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
5 . a i 
Magus Mate’ Eicrwt 

9 Mr, Farmer Mr. Pemberton Mr. Leach 

10 Rolt Ward Godtrey 

il Farmer Pemberton Leach 

a — ae Re 4 

14 Rolt Ward Godfrey 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINILY SITTINGS, 1890. 
APPEALS FOR HEARING. 
(Set down to Tuesday, May 27th, inclusive.) 
(Continued from p. 510.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 


AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION Rta AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE D STANNARIES COURTS. 


For hearing. 
Biss — Suen 
Rendall y Blair app of plt from jadgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated 11 Feb, 
1890 Apri 
In re Massingberd’s settlement In re Clark’s settlement Holloway v Tre- 


lawny Clark v Trelawny a Clarence Trelawny & anor from jaigt 
of Mr Justice Kay, dated 


of defts 
Feb, 188$ April 9 
Eddowes v The Argentine 


and Mercantile Agnes On, ld “pp of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 27 March, 1 April 1 
ay ah app of pits from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, for Mr J astica 
ay, 
The a Improvement Commiesioners v 
ekewich, dated 15 April, 1890 April 
Tilbury Silva app of pit from judg of Me Justice Kay, dated 30 Jae, 1890 
Apri 
In re The Metropolitan Coal Consnenaee? Aenea, 3, wnt Oo ate ‘case of 
HLO pee teed po gy eet Me Jastics Kay dated 16 Jun, 
et Coal Consumers’ Asaoon id aad Co's Acts (cass of Wm Waia- 
order of Mc Justice Kay, dated 16 Dac re- 


moving ¢ 
Vorwerk & oon 1600 Apa ete pit from judgt of Me Justice Kekewich, 
Whittaker v Reubew In re W Kershaw, deo Ia re Kershaw's Will T:uste 
Whittaker v Kershaw of dft Harriet Kershaw from of Me Justice 
mT BN ty ep = j an 
robate oase v C Goug' anr app «C, Gough adgt t. 
Justice Batt, dated 17 April, aad app for leave to examine witas on hearing of 


appeal April 25 

In te Tho Public Works and Contract Co ld and Co's Acts of Edmund 
Dean) of tae Co and ora from winding up order, dated 1 made by Mr 
Justice Stirling April 30 

In re J. R. Thom dec Bedford vy Teal applof DaftsC.R Massey & anr 
from order of SE kn te pln at fan > 

Myers v Myers Cee ee from j of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated 12 Nov, 1889 April 30 

Smithson v Hamilton appl of Defts the Sunderland Permanent Ba:idiog 
— —< Vice-Chancellor of County Palatine of Darha», dated 

. 


Figgis ¥ Bruce appl of Pltf from jadgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 2 Dao, 


May 5 
In re Contrast dated 17 Deo, 1 for sale of Real Eetate between W. H. Head's 
and V. & P. Act, 1874 of Heat's 


Trustees and Joseph 

Trustees from order of Mr Jastics Chi maging og ry ay 6 
In re Thos. Geliard, dec Morrish y Bilison of from order of Mr 

5 na Stirling, dated 3 August, declaring absolutely entitied 
ay 
Waratah v Gonville and Outns Oilias, Cusmite appl of Defts G. Webster & 
from judgt of Mr Justice org woke May, i889 May 8 


ote 
oy fee bts SS) Board y § Seaped 


% 
Oot » Gory eel ot rae Se ee Jae 
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Inre Porter’s Settlement Trusts Porter v De Quetteville appl of P.tf from 

order of Mr Justice Nortb, on auc | smna dated 24 April May 24 
son v The Bk of Australia appl of Plitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

Chitty, dated 1 May, 1890 May 14 . 

The London & North Western Railway Co v Boulton appl of Pitff C> from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 5 March, 1890 May 19 

In re the Bristol Joint Stock Bank, ld & Co’s Acts petn of Reuben Hant appl 
of the Bank from order of Mr Justice Kekewich for Mr Justice Kay, dated 
26 April, for winding up Co May 22 

In re Leominster & Bromyard Ry Co The G W Ry Act, 1888 & Co’s Acts 
app! of Lord Bateman from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 4 Feb, refusing 
to exclude name from list of contributories May 23 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 
1890, 

Metcalfe & aur v Lord Wharnoliffe & anr app of Lord Wharncliffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 13 March, at trial at York April 3 

Caton & snr v Hancock app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Cave, dated 13 Dec 
1889, at trial in Middlesex April 10 

Woollerton v Smallwood app of pit from jdgt of Baron Huddleston, dated 28 
March, at trial at Birmingham April 11 

In re the Surrey Commercial Dock Co’s Assessment & the Valuation of Property 
May ona Act, 1869 ex pte Overseers of St Mary, Rotherhithe app of the 

ik Company from jdgt of the Lord Chief Justice & the Master of the Rolls 
dated 21 March, upon the special case on application for injunction April 18 

Firth v Wright and anr app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
1 April, at trial at Leeds April18 (appellant dead) 

A Gibbs & Sons v La Societe Industrielle et Commerciale des Metaux app of 
dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen, dated 1 April, at trial with epecial jury 
in Middlesex April 22 

Lord v Hendry app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 24 Jan, at 
trial in Middlesex April 26 

The Nortbfleet Coal and Ballast Co, ld, v Butchard app of pits from judgt of 
Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice Grantham, dated 15 Apri!, 1890 April 30 

Leadbeater v Kitchin app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 1 Apri), at 
trial at Leeds May 2 

Shaw v Gaardians of Solihull Union, acting as Rural Sanitary Authority app 
= oe frcm judgt of Baron Huddleston, dated 22 April, at trial in Middlesex 


y 

Taylor v Prior app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Denmiv, dated 19 April, at 
trial in Middlesex May 

Filburn v The People’s Palace and Aquarium Co, 1d app of dfts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Day, dated 17 March, at trial in Leeds May 7 

Moyes v Richie app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Charler, dated 10 May, at 
trial in Middlesex May 9 

Bishop v The Balkis Coneolidated Cold. appl of pl'ffs from jadgt of Mr Jastice 
Vaughan Williams, dated 23 Apri!, after trial at Birmingham May 10 

Wilkes v Greenway appl of pltft from judgt cf Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, 
du‘ed 24 April, after trial at Birmingham May 14 

Soundy v Woodwards appl of pliff from judgt of Mr Justices Hawkins, dated 
29 March, et trial at Reading May 14 

Pink & ora v Flemi appl of pliffs from judgt of Mr Justics Mathew, dated 
19 Feb, at trial in Middlesex gt 14 

Ben & Co v Overseers of Chard Union & Assessment Committee (Q.B. Crown 

_ Bide) appl of pltffs from jadgt of Baron Huddleston & Mr Jartice Grantham, 
dated 16 April, affirming Sessions order ss to re-rating of machinery May 15 

Gifford Fox & Co v Overseers of Chard Union and Assessment Committee (Q.B. 
Crown side) eppl of pliffs from judgt of Baron Haddleston ani Me Justice 
— 16 April, affirming Scesions order a3 to re-rating of mactiaery, 

y 

Barker v The Fleetwood Commissione:s appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Charles, dated 5 May, at trial with a jary in Salford division May 16 

Crosbie v Dobson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Jastice Grantham, dated 8 Feb, 
at trixl in Middlesex May 17 

Barnes v Jeffreson oe deft from jadgt of Mc Justice Charles, dated 12 May, 
at trial with jury in Middlesex May 21 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(ADMIRALTY.) 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Acsessorr. 
N.B.—There are ro Admiralty ae with As.essors at present standing for 
earing. 
N.B.—Admiralty Appeals without Auten (if any) are taken ia order of date 
of setting down in the Queen’s Bench Final List. 


FROM THE QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION. 
. Sitting in Bankruptoy. 
InreJ 8 Ashwin ExpteT S Ashwin appl of J S Ashwin from order of Mr 
Justice Cave, dated 10 May, rejecting evidence not filed within prescribed time 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY MOTIONS IN THE 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List. 
1889, 
Thomas v Jenner app of Deft in person from order of Justices Denman and 
Charles, dated 19 June, 1889, refusing new trial—action tried by Mr Justico 
Grantham at Cardiff (restored a given bat not before June 9) 


Wats ford Steam Co Id v Abercarn Co:1 Co ld appl of Deft from crier of 
Justices and Wills, on April 16, refusing new trial—acticn tried by Mr 
Justice Charles st Liverpool = 25 

 Remaninap came torttew eich alog tatiae wad Solana eee a 
wrance, on new "4 ings jadgment—action t: 

by G. W. Hemming, Esq, Q.C., in London. April 26 Uke 

In re C Bede, a Solr and Bolrs Act, 1888 expte Davy appl of Mr Eede from 














order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justics Mathew, dated 17 April, 
striking name off Rolls Muy 6 

Ga-ratt v Goodsall app! of Pltff from order of Jasticss Cave and Lawrance, 
datei 23 April, refusing new tria’, action tried by Mr Justice Stephen in 
Middlesex May 13 

In re R S Hopper, a Solr, and Solra Act, 1888 appli of Mr Hopper from order of 
Justic2s Grantham and Charles, dated 13 May, suspeading practice May 19 

The Coata Iron and Steel Co, 14 v Hume, Webster, Hoare, & Uo appl of Pités 
from the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew r.sciading order for pra~ 
duction of promissory notes described in notics to produce May 24 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trinity SirtTines, 1890. 
New TRIAL PAPER. 
For Argument. 
1890 
(Continued from p. 513.) 
Set down 26th April Middleeex Stevens v Marston Mr Jelf Justice Denman 
Motion for judgt No 3 to be argued with this motion 


Set down 26th April Middlesex The Whitecross Co, ld v The Credit Lyonnais 
Sir C Russell Justice A L Smith 


Set down 26th April Report of H W Verey, Esq, Official Referee Story v 


Clever Mr Lush Wilson 
Set down 26th April Miudlesex Porter v Wallis MrG.M.Cohen Justice 


Da 

Set 28th April Middlesex Collingridge and anr v Gladstone and ors Mr 
RT Reid Justice Mathew Motion for judgt No 4 to be argued with this 
motion (See No 43) 

Set down 29th April Middlesex Dow v L and N W RyCo The Solicitor- 
General Justice Denman 

Sct down 30th April Middlesex Le Dieu v Thomas & ors Mr Shearman 
Justice Charles 

Set down 30th April Middlesex King & Wife v Hinton &Co M+ GM Cohea 
Justice Charles 

Set down lst May Middlesex Campbell, Shearer & Co. v Norwood & anr Mr 
Hollams Justice A L Smith 

Set down lst May Middles-x Sage & Cov Lock Mr O'Fiyan Justice Charles 

Set down Ist May Middlesex Collingridge & aur v Gladstons & ors Mr A 
Russell Justice Matthew (see No 37) : 

Set down 3rd May Middlesex Kuightv Great Northe-n Railway Co Mr B 
Parkes Justice A L Smith 

Set down 5th May Middlesex Nixon v Sedger Mr Crump Justice Charles 

Set down 6th May Middlesex Pile v Johnson Mr Gully Justice Charles 

Set down 6th May Middlesex Roos v London & Brighton Stock Exchange 
Cold MrF.C. Gore Justice A. L. Smith 

Set down 7th May Middlesex Helmore v Rees Mr Russell Biggs Justice Cave 

Set down 8th May Middlesex Chaffers v Williamson & anr Pitffin person 
Justice Charles 


Set down 9th May Middlesex Hayne v Burchell Mr Moulton Justice Cave 


Set down 10th May Middlesex Abrahams v Deakin Me Gully Jastice Wills 


By order 
Set oan Toth May Midolesex Crisp v Thomas Mr Mooreon Jauatice 
Charles Motion for judgment No 5 to be argued with this motion 
Set aoe = May Middlesex Ginuer & ors v King Mr Bosanyact Justice 
L Smit! 
Set down 14th May Middlesex Harris vy Watson Mr Shiress Will Justice 


Cave 

Set down 15th May Middlesex General Mutual Investment Building Society v 
Gundry Mr Reid Justice Denman 

Set down 15th May Middlesex Miller v Dell MrCrump Justice Charles 

Set down 15th May Middlesex Brown v Golden Valley Ry Co & ora Mr 
Finlay Justice Day 

Set cown 16th May Middlesex Scheyer v Wontner & anr Pliff in person 
Justice Denman 

Set down 16th May Middlesex 

Set down 17th May Middlesex 


Harris vy Wateon Mr Ficlay Jastica Cave 
Geohegan v Curtis Mr Waddy Justice Day 
Set down 20th May Middlesex Petty vy Ophir Concessions 1d Mr Channell 
Justice Den 


man 

Set down 23rd May Middlesex Burke v Lon Geu Omnibus Co ld Mr Lock- 
wood Justice Day 

Set down 23rd May Middlesex Madell v Thomas, Sons & Co Mr Channell 


Justice A. L. Smith 
Set down 23rd May Middlesex Pallman v Walter Hill & Cold Mr Lockwood 
Justice Day 
SPECIAL PAPER, 
For Argument. 
1890. 
Set down 20th May, due 3rd June Rowecliffe& Co Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Board v Brewster & ors. Points of law 
Set down 21st May, due 3rd June G E Samuel v Decgoix Verley et Cie v 
Meyer & Cold. Special case 


OpproszeD Motions. 


For Argument. 

ed be argued with Motion for New Trial No 8) 
Badgett v Binnington & Co (to be ar, with Motion for New Trial No 18) 
Stevens v Marston (to be argued with for New Trial No 33) 
Collingridge and anr v Gladstone and ors (to be argued with Motions for New 


Wright v London Road Car Co 


Trial Nos 37 and 43) 
Crisp v Thomas (to be with Motion for New Trial No 52) 
In re Arbitration between Ward and Cave 
In rea Song Exp Rowley 
In rea Solicitor Exp I ted Law Soc 


Morrison, Kekewich & Co v Baring Bros and ors 








we eld ee poe ee oe eee See, OE 
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————— 
Burnell v Howard and anr 

In re The Middleton, &c Soc Exp Heywood 
Io re a Soliciter Exp Incorporated Law Soc 
Seatey Meadows 

Wi v 

on ind v _ 

enten vi wel & anr 
Ashby & Cov 

oer gg Fah 


‘oud v 

” & Col ld v Gatling Arms, &o, Co 
‘arner v Trent 

Whitaker v Foakes 


v Offord 
La pltrellon between McClean & Co and Marcus 


Foster v K: 
Assicurazioni Generali & ors v The as. ‘‘ Bessie Morris ” Co, Id 
Hartmont v Eisler 
Goddard & ors v Hill 
In rea Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re Arbitration between Gallop and the Central Queensland Meat Export Co, ld 
May & anr v Dunhill 
Miles Bros & Co v — SS Cold 
Thornton v Green & anr 
Emmott & Co v Walters 
Harris v Wateon 
Nicols v Mansel 
Barons v The Sortridge Mining Co ld 
o re rey pore in rd Blanchard and the Society of the San Fire Office 
e. & anr v Howlet & Son 
4 National Bank of the City of New York v Perez Triana & Co. 


Crown PAPER. 
For Judgment, 


The Queen v Barnardo s" re Jones—cav May 16th, coram Lord Coleridge, 
LC J, and Mathew, J ye 
For 


Cergekee, | paren Usher & Co, | ie v etal County Court p'ts’ app HH 
Mat Pol Dist ‘ol Dist Fortesons v Vestry of St Matthew, Bethnal Green Magistrats’s 


Staffordshire, Derbyshire In re L’ cal Government Act, 1888 (between Stafford 
& Derby County em) Qaretions uader Local ment Act, 1888 
Noithumberland The es Reha Slipway, & Co ld Nici to qua h 
order of Assize for costs 
Same The Queen vy North-Eastern Marine, & Co ld Nisi to quash order of 
Assize for costs 
Eesex, Southend Southend Looal Board v Blackborne & anr Cvuunty Couit 
Defendant Blackborne’s ap pope 
Middlesex, Wes'minster Nicholls vy Chapman Cv unty Coart plt’s app 
Hampshire, Basingstoke Oakshott & anr v Harris ay fen * ts’ app 
Cheshire Birkenhead Waters v Poulson County Court deft’sa 
Plymouth Sutton Harbour, &o Co v Guardians, &c of St anher and Charles 
Quarter Sessions Appellants’ niei to quash 
Leeds Mellora y Thornton Magistrate’s case 
cone Bow Lock v Westwood & Co County Court defts’ app 
Lambeth Vipont v Butler County Court deft’s app 
Met Pa Dist St Martin’s Vestry v Gordon Magistrate's case 
Bitord Cass v Eccles Hundred Court plv’s ap 
London Bolton oe, &c) v !}egg Mayor's Court deft’s app 
Staffordshire W: v Churchwardens, &o of Parish of Wednesbury & ors 
Hampebis Seasions Appellant’s nisi to qaish 
Basingstoke The Queen v Judge of the County Comt of Hamp- 
en at Basingstoke & Ekeus (ex pte Cooper & Son 860) Niei to hear, 


act Manchester pone sengea v Mendeleoha County Court deft’s app 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Langley v Offea & Moore County Court deft’s a 

London Company of Heritable Propric:tora v Wats.n (exor &3) County Court 
te’ a 


London Poh. Qaeen v Judge of City of London Court and Owners of S3 
* (ex pte Barnes) Nisi to hear action 
Weet Ham Rolles v Newell Magistrate's case 
7, 4 Be Moore & anr v Gamgee Sammons for prohibition, referred by 
awkins, 
London Rundle v Fuller & anr (trading, &3) Mayor’s Court plt’s app 
g—_ ee a Te Middlesbrough Robinson v Thompson Couaty 
art 
Bee oS, Nottingham Baines & anr vy Cox Count — deft’s a 
anny Shoreditch Brooke v Ramsden & anr County Court plts app H H 
rentice 


“wa Po Disk Crane v Lawrence Magistrate’s case 


Sarrey, Farnham Hickley vy Greenwood County Court plt’s app 
ey gy Westmiaster Hayes v Bowles County Court Pole’ sapp HH Jadge 


Midler, Whitechapel Park v Lion Bros County Court defts’ app 
Polkocees3 Pearson v Fogg Magietrate’s cise 
Lancashire, Manchester a... Willans County Court deft’s app 
Middlesex, Whitechapel oo & anr v De Lesuw (Henderson & anr clamts) 
County Court plte 
Yorkshfre, H Huddersfield Palton & Co v Elliott & Co County Court Af app 
Kent, Greenwich some (trading, &0) v Bridge County Vourt 8 app 
Lancashire, Manchester Dibb v Fergusson County Ooure Pitiff’s app 
Monmouthshire, Newport The Queen avers of the County Cou: t of Mon- 
mouthshire, holden at L epee and Aberdeen ani South Wales Monumental 
Co, re Jones) Nisi to : ummon j 
he Queen v Judge of City of foeten Court and Paul Hecker and Co. 
(expte. Forbes & ors.) Nisi to hear action 
London The a v Subtil Summons for certiorari for indictment Referred 








Sawe v Gleave es case 
ioorerel Huth v Clarke  Maletsatets oops 
en Stafford Hughes v Smallwood (Sladen & anr, re County 


Claimants’ 
Surrey, Cow Wentecuth "Ponds v McDougall County 
Clerxenwell Symonds v Arnold ei anr. "County Court Pitt's app 


Preston v Horrocks, C: 

Meena Fenton & Sons v Blythe & "(Oslland. c clmt.) County 
~ 

London + = Union v Guardians, &o, b~ Pipe Giles-in-the-Fields, &c, 


io eg et Special case see 

London The Queen v ps ed of Peace, &o. of London (expte. Vestry of 
Fulham) Nisi to hear app 

Cans - She Geses € eas, ey & ors Jj, & (ex pte Appleyard) Nisi to 

ear cation 

Lincolnshire The Queen v North Kelsey Burial Board Misi for mandamus to 
sony ety to consecrate part of burial ground at instance of Ssocretary of 

Norfolk Adcock v Murrell Magistrate’s case 

Herefordshire The Queen v Hereford County Council (ex pte Bulmer) Nisi for 


mandamus to pay pension 
Middlesex, Clerkeuwell Vecaum Oil Co v Drummond (trading, &) County 


Court deft’sapp HH iy hy 
Yorkehire, Halifax Brear v Hirst Bros It’s ap 

ewe and Bower (ex 
wel toe Bray: case 


Liverpool” Toe Qaeen v T Raffles, oe, Bag, Sti 
pte London & | ancashire Fire Ineo ra 
Same The Queen v Same (ex pte Kent Fire Insce Cv) Nisi to state case 
REVENUE Paper. 
Causes for Hearing. 


Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c, of Hythe & anr ay English information 
Attorney-Gen v De Burton & ors By English information and Sapplemental 


O:der 
Cases as to Income Tax, Stamp and Corporation Duties. 
Whitehead, applt, and Wileon sag of Taxes), 
North Britieh Water Gas S 1d, applts, and Commissioners of Inland 


Revenue, ~—_ 
In re Duty on the Bootham Ward Strays, York 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Iondon Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 30, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
DWARFSFONTEIN GOLD @ Memree Op, Lane —Coniiiers nes arerequired, cn or betese 


ad latins a Uo, Laren ‘£D—Petn for winding up, 
to be heard before North, J, on June 7 Powell re Bose Bek St Swi 


directed to 
lane, solors for oy + Aled 
UNITED RB, --- 2, Oo, Legume; toe for Jini 
May 13, directed to be be based, before Kay, J, on Saturday, J SY & 
Co, "ples st, solors for petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Lopes Unity, .. UNITED PORTERS FRIENDLY Socrety, Bethel, Castle st, Ply- 


mouth 
ep OF Garren BRETHREN, White Hart Inn, Liandovery, Carmarthen 
London Gasette.—TURSDAY, June 8, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 3 
eae In CHANCERY. 

BrisHops OREEK aes: 4 an order dated 
Mey > Re ro regnnye vement, to be 
aimoted to be heard bet an North, J a stn Paterno & Ost 

on 
——e = inn fiel — 3 for Wilson & Co, Preston, x tor petars . 
QUEE: has, by an order 
» to be official 


VER ESTaTEs, 
Gated Ma ~_ = pa =H Frederick Niner 8 Ola 9 Je 


= Tix Mixrwa Oo Lncrrap—Peta for windiag up, presented May 
Mirected to be heard before N. on Saturday, June ~ 


14 law & Woram, 
ats for Bond & Peatoo , solors for 


ABLE Oo required, on or befwe Jane 380, 
"fe egnd thelr names z and eddrense and the pa Spartionlare of ¢ their debts or claims, 
THE SPES Bona —t' DramonpD Mintne Oo, Luurrep—Oreditors are 


required, on August 20, in tane Ele his aa hacen ne 
pantionlans of oF before August a0 to send J. A.J. Shaw, 23, Queen Victoria st 


FRIENDLY SOOIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Bossom oF Frrexpsure LopGE, White Hall Inn, Hipperholme, Halifax, York 


29 
SOCIETY OF THE CAREDIGION OF Nant PapDARN, Gwastadnant, Lianberis, Caraar- 
von May 29 








WARNING TO 
arrangementsthoroughly e3 
po ntheleaieer 


& Ventilation Co., 65, 
t, + Westminoter (Estab. ), who also undertake 
&e, } ger That 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLA. 
London Gazette.—FRmpay, May 30. 
Morean, Canorre, Frondewi. Lianddewy brifi, Guten. Juve 2%, Thomas v 
Thomas, Chitty, J. Lioyd & Son, Lampeter 
London Gazette.—TuEspDAY, June 3. 


Nicuorsom, James, Old Cassop, Durham, Farmer. June 9%. Bell & Longstaff, 
Registrar, Durham. Chapman, Durham 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—_TUESDAY, May 27. 
ALCOCK, GzoRGE, Moseley, Worcs, Gent. Augi. Hadley, Birmingham 
ALLison, Truorny, New Leeds, Leeds, Gent. June 2, Lake, Wakefield 


Bamew. JOSEPH bin» Tuffaoell pk “, Holloway, Esq, formerly Builder. 
June 23. Burton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

mane, ARTHUR, Brighouse, Y. orks, ‘ny Innkeeper. June 2. Lake, 

Batt, Mary, Wigton, Cumberland. June 27. Jackson, Carlisle 


Benson, Marcarer, Westbourne cres, Hyde pk. July 5. Brooks & Oo, 


8 commons 
Boyce, HuGH WooLLcomsE, yy Glos, Captain in the 6th Dragoon 
Guards. June £0. Ticehurst & Sons, Chel 
Burpow, Mary CorsFrorD, July 1. W. W. & T. P. 


Bruntov, West Hartlepool an: d Castle Eden 
Cuaraan, Wiitiaw, Albert st Hegent’s pk, Surgeon Dentist. June30. Dod & 


cons, Liver, Thorton rd, Clapham pk, Hon Colonel 2nd V B East Surrey 
July 1. Bateve & Ot: Berners s 

ELxrmeron, WILLIAM, a4, Esq. July t. Russell, Lichfield 

Everstr, Rev Tuomas Exits, Hereford. June 30. Roweliffes & Co, Bedford 


row 
Greaves, RicHarp Procror, Tingewick, Bucks, Farmer. Fortescue & Sons, 


ae 
RicHarpD, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler, June 24, Will- 


Hace, Axes Hearucon 
mar Heartucors, East Bridgford Old Hall, Notts. July 10, Hacker 


oy ad ae ee Oak, Essex, Farmer. July 1. Baker & 
HARGREAVE, MARTHA w—% Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. June 24. T & H Green- 
HaRopEave, Mary, Hunslet, Leeds. June 24. T. & H. Greenwood Teale, 


Harcreave, Water, Hunslet, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. June 24. T. & H. 
Greenwood Teale, Leeds 
Hat, Joun, Brighton, retired Butler. June 2. Fletcher, Clifford’s inn 
CHantzs THomas, Raleigh Castra, Tasmania, Major General, C.B. 
July 12. Wilde & bas Tee 
Gzorcz, Pudsey, Yorks, Gent. June 21. Harrison & Lupton, Leeds 
JamEs, EpWArD, er Genneineh, retired Innkeeper, July 10. Dunn, Frome 


Kerrzerrz, BeRwArnD Italy, retired Oolonel in Russian 
—_-, June 30. — 's inn 
Macovern, Janez, Clifton, Bristol. jase ws. Gill & Bush, Bath 


Mercugtt, Jauzs, Brighouse, Yorks,Gent. Augi. Ayrton, Brighouse 
Morrox, Frazer, Egremont, Chester, Provision Merchant. June 80. Jones & 


ete: tucecs, tiseiiiia. July 4. J, H. Boyt, Poole 


Quir11aM, Rozert, Liverpool. July 22. Quilliam, Liverpool 
Sopra1s, Raymond bidngs, Gray’sinn. July %&. Fleming, Trinity sq, 
Rarwae, Gems, Kingston upon Hull, Saw Mill Proprietor. July 1. Tenney 
NicHoias, West Hartlepool, Master Mariner. June %. Fryer, West 
Rorests, Joseru, Cannonbury st, Islington, Master Mariner, July 4. Parting- 


ton & Alien, 
Rozzgrs, Tuomas, Burnicy, Gent. June 30. Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 


RotizeTon. Hazerer, Regent’s pk rd, St Pancras, June 30 Paterson & Co, 
Lincoin’s inn ficids 

Soorr. Joum Ottver, Newcastle on Tyne, Coal Owner. July 26, Chartres & 
Youll, Newcastie on 

a June %, Hil] & Son, Langport and 

a Pa Epwazp, Pgveriey, Lethe, Retived Liout,-Oatend. June 

& Co, Lombard ct 
ane, See 114M, Adam’s gans, Rotherhithe. June 9%. Fuller, Cole- 


Srasmeny, Messern, Lichfield. July 1. Russell, Lichfield 
a ee a woe ee. July 10. Gwynne & Co, Bristol and 


Voor, moans, Laurence Pountney lane, Oannon st, June. Hannay, Cole- 
Warsgm, Ciaxize, Devonport st Paddington, Estate Agent, June 23, Petch & 
Wane, seam onTHinaton, Lichfield, Coachbuilder. Jnly 1. Russell, 


London wore —FstpaY, May 20. 
AMLAPI£, Rawson, Green Park y, Major General in H M’s 


brs, Picca/ill 
. duly 1. Arnold a Oo Lincolo’s inn 
Barty, Guan GEORGE, ie Go, Carey ab Ldnosit June 4% J & WH 


Bournemouth 
Buock, SAmvEL, Lowestott, Gent. June 17. Nicholson, Lowestoft 
Bout, Mazr, Margate. June%. Tiddeman & Briggs, Finsbury square 
|, SOMME, hton, retired Oyster Merchant. July 21, Evershed & 


Frances, Socth Belmont, Doncaster. June #. Baxter & Co, Don- 
Cititton, retired Bank . days, 
ry a. Manager uly 56. Oross- 





June 7, 1890, 
FirzGERALp, ELEANORA C. 
unatp, EEANOEA CAROLINE ARABELLA, Kilkee, co Clare, Ireland, Jul 


GRAHAM, Maky, Harlesden. July 7. 1 ERR EEE 

HEAL, ANNE STANDERWICE, Finchley. June 30. Merriman & Oo Austin friars 
Bown. Wazssu, Kennington pk 20, Gait. Julyi. Potter & Oo, King st, 
— Ay Awn, Hazelville rd, Hornsey. July 10. Gosnell, Finsbury 
Knorr, ee yaMes, West Gorton, nr Manchester, Brewer. July 14, Darnton § 


y, Ashton under Lyne 
CHARLES, Wrington, Somerset, retired Architect. July 9. Poole’ 
June 24. Pitts & Oo, Barnstaple 


WLES, 
oh Bridgewater 
Fielding & Son, Dover 


Barnstaple, Wine Merchant. 

LANGLEY, HARRIET, River, nr Dover. July 1, 

Lxx, Sanau, High st, Aldgate, Confectioner. July 1. Thomsons & Oo, Cornhill 

LowWE, Frances, Wrexham, June 23. James & James, Wrexham 

Mrt11nG, ARTHUR, Harrogate, Gent. June10. Milling & Compston, Leeds 

Maa pan FLEETWOOD, asa Wi Surrey. June 28. Tempany & Oo, Bed. 

MorGan, JUNIUS SPENCER, Old Broad st, Merchant, J 12. Bircham & 
Winobestes House Old Broad st ~ Co; 

Morey, SAMUEL, Ashe, nr Derby, Esq. June 2%. Parr & Butlin, Nottingham 

NosBLE, THEOPHAL ge Ouaniae, Greenwood rd, Dalston, Author. July 19, 
Fi a Clifford 

PETERS, Rev ‘THOMAS, Bath, July 20. Hayward, Chancery lane a” 

Pane, Ree Oe CrtEMENT HowakD, Annesly Vicarage, Notts. July12. Trinders 

Ravina Joun Ol JOHN, Chase Side, Enfield, Gent. July 10, Moodie & Mills, Basing. 

Wages, Sowm. © Finsbury sq, Silk Manufacturer. July 16, Shepheards, 
Finsbury cir 

WARDEN, Gasags ARCHIBALD, Seascale, Oumberld, Esq. July 8. Burch & Co, 

Warrg, Enocs, B Bournemouth, Nyrseryman. June 2t. J. & W. H. Druitt, 

iTnemou' 

WryTs, JoHN 7 Newtown Manor, Oo Sligo, Ireland. June 30. Goldring 
& Co, Abchurch lane 

ty st, MROS. July7. Bird & Eldridge, Great James 

London Gaxzette.—TUESDAY, Juné 3, 

Ansmery, Jeux Hous, Much Hadham, Herts, Esq. Aug 31, Shaen & Oo, 

0) row 

Battzy, THomas, Earley, Berks, Gent. June 80. Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

BaRnEs, Mary, Gainsborough. June 28. Robbs & Forrest, Gainsborough 

PopDAM, eo Frances, Windsor. June 30, F. J. & G. J, Braikenridge, 

Canaan EDWARD, Wicken , unr Stony Stratford, Clerk in Holy Orders. 

Ju'y 31, Bridgman & W College hill, Qannon st 
Gunners, STEPHEN, Bramall, Chester, Esq. July 1. Murray & Oo, Birchin 
e 
CraiGc, JOHN, Poimess pial Cneianiae, Staffs, Colli Proprietor. Jun 
Bircham & Co, “Hoan st wed . - 


CROYDEN, q oh ore st, Cavendish retired Ohemist. July-4é, 
Stock, Bridge ehmire, Queen Victoria st s 


Drxon, Royal Leamington Spa, July 10. Overell & Son, Royal 
pa 
Donekrty, JoHn CANNING, B Registrar of High Oourt of Justi 
ice tae thn eS er. 


Down, Srmaaeee. g ne he place, South Kensington. June 7. Benett, 
EGLinToy, a ARKLEY, Norwood, Surrey. Junei12, Johnson & Co, Austin 


FInvcanE, Patrick, Huddersfield, Draper. July 12. Piercy, Huddersfield 
Gamon, Mary Ann, Strood, Kent. June 25. Robinson, Strood 
GovuitTzr, CHARLES Henry, Arthur rd, Norbiton, Kingston on Thames, July 9, 
Durham, Kingston on Thames uly 
GRANT, Tomas, As. SEAseyers, Bengal, Esq. July 15. Lattey & Hart, Devonshire 
‘ a Stock Exchange, Share Dealer. July 15, Billing- 
urst & Co, Bucklersbury 
HA, Gzorae, Fartown, Huddersfield, Chemist. June 80. Booth, Hudders- 
Hatt, Joseru, Tynemouth, Gent. July 15. Hallett & Dale, North Shields 
Hay, Jonny, Newcastle upon Tyne, Carver. Augi. Maddison, Durham 
Hess, Anam, Tweedmouth, Northumberland, retired Farmer. July 1. Rowell, 


ew on 
Hunt, Joserpu, Gainsborough, Grocer. July 29. Robbs & Forrest, Gains- 
Hust, Waseem, | Kempson rd, Fulbam, Gent. July 1. Hopwood & Son, 


Huse > ore Mary, Bedford row, Olapham. July 4. Rawlinson, 
ew Broad 
Laz, W11114M, Durham, Dyeware Grinder. June 14. Ohambers, Durham 


Lert, URANIA feck Fouliry House, Herne hill. July 15. Young & Co, St 

LinDizy, THomas, Ki: upon Hull, July8. Thompson & Oo, Hull 

Metron, Joun, Newman st, Oxford st, Gent. Aug 8. Powell, Old Burlington st 

RAWLiInson, JAMES, Skerton, Lancaster, Gent. June 30. Tyson, Dalton in 

Scuoorine, Huewny Faupsricx, South Lambeth rd, formerly Licensed Victualler 
July 6. Taylor, Lincoln's inn fields 

Suaw. WILLIAM, > Gostong. Victoria, Medical Doctor. July 15. Sladen & Wing, 


gunninan, Meoterie Briwstzy, Vauxhall Bridge rd. July 7. Oddy, Lombard st 
Severn, Fumie, » Sidney Lode Lodge, Wimbledon common, Eeq, July 11. Cookson 
Co, Linecotn’ Ss 


ouren, Suarvnis uth Tar, nr Melbourne, Victoria, Gent. July 15. Sladen 
Rly ing LN 
, Horsham, Sussex. June 24. Rawlinson & Butler, 


Soom, Davip i Bucklersbury, Alderman, July 15. Billinghurst & Oo, 
neo roy? Os6ANAH, Aynhoe rd, West Kensington. July 4, Morse & 


cane, Cunlaceen Uelecbesongh, Judy i. Robie & Boiveth Galee- 





Doseom, Gnomon 
man, 


mn 


0., 
Gane Mat riew , Yorks, Wine Merchant. June 2, Obap- 





; vou Soe Hardioty & Uo, Grest Mat 


General in H, M, Army, 0.B, 
igh st 
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ad st 
igh 
enrid ge, 


Orders. 
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Jane 30, 
July-44, 
n, Royal 
Justice, 
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june 7, 1890. 
Ie June 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Ser hiay go ter 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Lincoln's inn felds aherpetg eee 
London Gasette—FRIDAY, May 80. Tans ie ae Gente Be Tiucota’s tan felde Wee ieee. % Ord Mays 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Tome, poy riay oe os, Builder wWatloee aluer Scarborough 
Brows, Harry, Rhyl, Hotel Keeper Bangor Pet ue i ord Upton pk, Essex, 
P >, | The follo fieswes is substituted for that 
ong Sen atng, Nrtamgtnshietcpety | aig, oune 1 ot Caro nes ie London Gane ot are 
—— ay Sam BaRnwst, Ni Yavie. 
a ee ens a, Bey eS ee wont it da, Oarey Se ee Tene tt | Wore is Coventry Pet March 19 Ord 
Fe enes eetoe soon, Victoria, ‘Dock: road, | Waiom?, RICHARD Ashton unger Lyne, | March #0 
Lloensed V gh Court Pet May 26| | {peurance Agent June 12 at 145 ‘To London Gasette.—TURSDAY, June 3. 
OLMAN, WALTER GEORGE, Wednesbury, Jeweller ADIU NS RECEIVING ORDERS. 
» Walsall Pet 32 . 6 witha 1 Victuall ADqocE, Rosset Mason, Leicester, Venetian ar | 
Salisb’ “e Pet May 27 ond May 2 * andepeaia i Ged Maw se ¥ ~~ rn 
ay May 3 
JAMES. and FREDERICK EUGENE, + wag} Great | Banbury, Ji Glen pk Forest Gate, Builder 1 
JONES, eh Par M Ord + dourt Bet Feb is i BARNES, Heer HERBERT, Brighten, Bix = 
May 27 Bakkow, May 4 
Jorzs, Jouy, Lambeth walk, Goppepenes High x Clem date, May a etre a? Baaneien, ALFRED, Hunslet, Cloth Manu- 
Court Pet May 28 Ord May eS Se ee fan, See facturer Leeds Pet 29 May 29 
LioyD, JAMES HENRY, the fecha, Enfiel =< t High Oourt P jan 21 BopDELL, JOSEPH, * Leicester 
facturer High Court Pet Moker Ord Pet 2 Ord 
Lrom, 2 Hackne nae ert ee Kingston, Surrey | Bonnett, JOHN, N: Saw Mills Proprietor 
MANNING, rome, WP ~ May 2 Fey Ary Bank 'ALDRON, Laguiet, Bestowasr Gun — wn _ Grocer 
N " High Gourt Pet May Ord May 28 mae ah Pet May 6 arwick sq, ey Pet May 16 rd, North Finchley, 
hamp . 3 
Ww ore Journeyman Baker Worcester Pet May Widow High Gourt Fet Apr id Ord nt 2 Travelling Draper pe | Pet May % Ord 
May 2% . ALBERT ERNEST, Sheffi May 24 
anaes, Minas, Meidenhosd Beste, | Coal Merehant Pet May 24 Ord May 24 vies, THOMAS, Newent, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
. Windsor Pet May Ord May Jues, Sh eee es Ret taes on On Thresh. | PAVE 16 Ord May 31 
PARSONS, CHARLES Heenan, High. ot, Poplar, Baker io itachines May 24 Ord DICKLINS, Daventry, Northamptonshire, 
High Pet May 28 Ord May Shoe Manufacturer Northampton Pet May 31 
PEARMAN, GEORGE, late Charlotte 1 Eitoroy 04, Cuagcnnns, OARS Crondall st, New North rd, May 31 
Ord Ord May 24 is rabegchg DORR Meecinen’ Pot 31, Ord May 31 
it, 
POLLARD, lane, Solicitor | Curmn, JossPH SAMUSL, re eee Ext, WuitamM THOMAS, Wiitwell, 
High Court Pet May7 Ord May a 7 Pet May 1 Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
PowELL, HENRY, ° . Glos, Ozanne, OHN FREDERICE, Pestenser of | Fears, Jouw Naison, New 8 
Collier Gloucester Pet May 27 Ord May Masic Leeds Pet May 24 Ord Jeweller Swindon Pet 29 Ord May 2 
Roce, A: GgrorGEe, Pembroke Dock, Cocks, JOHN, » Northamp' P éamate , SAMUBL SOWDEN, ¥ 
Pem Dock Pet 27 Ord May 27 Farmer Pet May 22 Cos Hew 38 Worsted Spinner Bradford Pet 31 
Wee. — = tS - ; Ook Mae as e, net pa Joiner Leeds Pet April 9 May 3 ‘ 
rocer GREENWOOD, JOHN WILLIAM, Accrington, Beamer 
ig hy, eames. my imme | Caria 19 Ord i Bethe. Onen, Builder Oxford Pet Hy bisckbarn Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Ty Ashton un Ord YBALL, SIMEON THOMAS, x 
23 Ord May 23 —S qpore, Teh green, maker High Court Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Waicut, fs a Boarberezs>. Valuer Scarbor- © occupation High Pet March 21 | 5, -cson, JOHN Journeyman 
own Fb MagS Orde Ord May 28 . Brewer Leeds ‘Pes hiay 35 Ord 2 
The following Amended Moties is substituted for | H4tt CAROLINE MArILDA, Glouesster, Shopkeeper | 5,cons, EMANUEL, Queen st Court 
that published in the London a ih 25. HusoKonn, TLLIAM Yorke, Dentist Pet May 16 Ord 30 . 
. Re 7 JgpB, WiLLIAM, Kinver and Kingswinf 
Woopwarp, Sam BARNWELL, N arwick- Northallerton Pet May 20 y 23 acne Pet May 30 Ord ‘0 
sbire, Bricklayer Coventry ‘Pot Ma Sinton 50 Ord | HaRGRavas, and Mary ELIzABeTH Jou "haan, - Lenmenteed.= 
Pet May ¢ Ord Bae, penis neamaneen ee ed Mae Manufacturer Swansea 
The follo Ai ded Notice is substituted for Pet 38 3 
that published in the London Gazette of May 16. ie Essex, | KvaMAN, Commercial ae 
Wataen, Many, and Gzoncs Epwano WALKER, | Hnaqow, Jous WILLIAM, a ee Lobe Gab 


rthenware Manufacturers 
Stoke upon Trent Pet May3 Ord May 14 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Browne, JamEs, Shrewsbury, Proprietor of Thresh- 
ing Machines June 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Shrews- 
ALFRED, coln, Milliner Juneé at 12.80 

Off Ges. 31, ay st, Lincoln 

CowiE, GEORGE FREDERICK CHARLTON, ge 
D Joiner — 10 ati1 Off <_ Albert 


rd, 
EpWakps, Epwakrp, Colfe rd Forest 
Hill, ‘Commercial 


ee pe Fane 6 at 10.30 
Bristol Arms Hotel, 


Bovsnns, Eowarp ane Seems ATKINS, Apeavemny. 

Mon, Superannuated superyince of Excise June 

patti You Maes te, Walder June tt a 
1, wis Bt Algnte's, G ’ 


ZGERALD, -L-, Woking, Surrey, 
Timber Merebant June9ati2 24, Railway Ap- 


oxy” Onan, antatan Graab Ashfield, Suffolk, Gecow 
ian at2.30 Guildhall, St Bdmun 


pony orks, Don- 


‘OND, GEORGE shy. —}" 
7 S Sune 16 at 12 Coust orthallerton 
. Blaina, M Se, Raginemas June il 


Henry. 
at 8’ Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


Fitz 


Heaton, JOHN ILIAM, LEccleshill, Yorks, 
Vv June 13 at 11 Off Reo, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 
Hotman, WALTBsR GEORGE, Wednesbury, Jeweller 
June 18 at 11.15 Off Rec, Walsall 
InpeRsoN, WILLIAM we Sheffield, Provision 
er June 6 at 3 Off Reo, Figtree lane, 


JACKMAN, JAMES, dport, Saddler June 16 at 3.30 
168, Queen st, snare 

Jonzs, Dan Gaatametioen, Weaver June7atii Off 

MAUGHAN ¥ Marske the Sea, 

Pi dagen tata Ble Tah 

al rol 

Mzxou, JAMES, bury Bryan, i, eee 
Juve 6 ati bury 

Pa Epwm, nd PamDERIOE Gronce Packse, 

une 7 at 4.15 Oounty 


PowRLL, Lz Brun, Vauxhall Bri 
Gent June 19 at 18 12 Pankruptoy bidgs, idee Patna 


June 10 at 11 


hy "Highboect sraotees, Sie, Collier 
act Ses ees 
way arches, Hop Southwark, Builders 





HIniarD, AvG ay eas Dock ‘ra, 
Licensed wv ctualler High Court Pet May 38 
wa, - & Tam, Wilton, Paes Builder 
Salisbury Pet Ord 
von, , Tinworker 
Ord May 
: , Weaver Carmarthen Pet 
walk, Gases grocer High 
ay 
Tor India Rubber 
Ord May 
Plumber Brighton 


Maker Exeter Pet May 3 
Brighton, 


May 23 
MBECH, Fuse, Hazalbary Beye, Do Dorset, Baker 
Moonk, FREDERICE, , — + Spee 
snean Gaels ‘Ord May 13 cantle on 
é paging Foshan 


pew Houciatle on 
Dontam. ee ae Om! re ay a 
r 
Baker Worcester Pet 


JoszerH, Duke 
ae High Oourt 
ood May 23 
“Showa and FREDERICK GroRGE PACKER, 
a ns Cheltenham Pet May 20 


Pa JOHN, 
a Ord 
ra oe ee Sekt eee 
BY, WHLLLAM ARNAL 2, Cornwall 
Prrem, ALFRED Ji Butcher 
ry 
Luton age teen 
ee Pet © One Bar S m. 
Hotel Manager — ay a 
yA Fee et ne ord 


Surgeon's Assistant 
one tin ten ones Oldham Pet May 
STONE, Joutatty Witu1aM Humpariss, Railway 
fileh Gourt Pes ri May 
Toxgay BaCcHUR Pet 1 Sa 





Seba kealie 
“ae ener Raspes, late of Birminghass. Ring 

a aeeanee 
oem te 


BODELY, 
12.90 
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BRADDICK, LEMUEL Godolpbin rd. Shepherd's | | Winson, W: Sandgate, Kent, ag ag June | Woottey, GzorGE, Dresic. nr Longton, 8 ‘Staffs, 
Poultry Buyer Linco ace Dealer June | 14 at 10 ee. ea dgs, Lincoln's inn elds China’ aa ~¥ peoke upon Treat Pat 
— aa ot herald, , Grocer June | ADJUDICATIONS. bee ~ ye — Ceanosk, & Staffs, Batcher, Wa'salj 
ses Sunni, erat geen Saddler June | BATLE, Wiiitaw Baxwow, i gi bemioey eaeanrent an 
| Baya, Py - Eh ri May 2 
JOHN FREDERICK, Leeds, Professor of | ° P 
Mi June 11 at 11 Ot Reo, 22, Park row, | | Birmingham "Bet ay a Gra May i a BIRTHS, viciyag ee AND DEATHS, 
Cocks, Joux, Kettering, Northamptonshire, | ,,{ectuner, Leeds Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Farmer June ¢: atil Goumiy ct bdge, | BODELL, JOSEPH paige, oot Dealer Leicester Dymer. —June 2, at East Finchley, the wife of 
oon ’ Pet May 23 28 Ord May v8 George Elliott, of the Inner Temple, Esq , 
EDWARD, Skirbeck, Lines, Thrashing Machine | 3° ern, You, N May 30 Mord May 81 a cats ey more #0 nt Bassett-road. W.. the wite of 
“owner J Jane 12 at 11 Ooox. LAURENCE HAYWARD, Hackney,| G. Broke Freeman, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at. 


omen Henry, Princess’s Theatre, Oxford st 
June 13 at 2.30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
J iby, late arepeeen 


ANE, Grims' 
ane June 10 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House 


GILLETT, W. Winchcomb, Glos, | Brewer's | 
Agent hee at at 3.30 County ct bidngs, 
GotpManN, Morris, Romford, Essex, Boot Manu- 
—— June 10ati 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
GREEN, THOMAS CLEVELAND, Wolverhampton, Com- | 
mercial Traveller June 17 at 12 Rec, St 
Peter’s eae a 
: to a t Paake a Gashret, Builder | 
‘une 10 ai — dngs, Portugal st, 
Ho: TA A a Wilton, Wilts, Build 
er 
3 June 16 at 8 pp tg . rd, & 
‘EBB, a ver en ‘0 itafis 
June 17 at2 Off : 
JONES, on. 


mr Ammanford, Car- 
Ww Manufacturer June 12 at 
12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 
, ALFRED JOHN, late Porchester gdns, Bays- 
water June 12 at 2.50 33, Carey st, coln’s 
fields 
JOHN, 


YTON, WILLIAM Portsea, Bootmaker 
June 16at4 166, Queen st, P 


‘ortsea 
. JOHN. Wainfleet St Mary, Lincs, Li- 
Sigh un Bot maller June 12 at 11 Off Rec, 48, 


LILLzy, Henry, Lombard st, Timber 
Merchan: , = 10 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


cK, Sydenham, Kent, Jobmaster 


FREDERI 
June 12 at it “ way approach, London 


mrss 6 late of Weymouth, Draper J 11 at 
12,30 Off Rec, Salis otteny gas cagdinets: 

Moorz, ALBEBT, Norroy rd, Pu day og June | 
l1at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Oakes, Wir114M, Hollows: 
12 at 11 Bankruptcy 
coln’s ds 


TT James, Birm' Baker J iL at3 
wa dy oe. une il a 


June ii at i! ,oraven rd, Pedais "Fortean ck if 
Lincoln’s inn fields -adhaen 


or videge B “Go Dealer, = 


. Harry, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman 
June il at 11 Off Rec, 3, ‘Haves st, Great 
Rawouace, AnTuur W., New st, Civil 


Enzineer June 11 at 2.30 Taek. Lincoln’s 


—— 

ScHNEIDER. FreveRicxk BenTHAM Hopason, Leath- 
waite rd, Glaphema Junction, Clerk in the Eddy- 
stone Marine Insurance Co, Lim June 10 at 11 
2%, Railway Approach, London Bri dge 


JOnN, ettinghem. Hosier June 13 at 2.90 
a St Ji 8 chambers, Derby 
Quarry Bank, Staffs, Galvanizer, 


OHN, 
June 12at2 Off Rec, B 
J Watford, eee yeas June 11 at 

a 
WAtxge, JonaTuHAN, Boston 
mer June ii ati2.15 Off 
Writs, Fry, & Co, New 


ops Zoe yorks, late Far- 
'y , Ohan- 
cery lane, Cement June 12 at 2.20 


“Of Reo, = oe 


caineeeh wie 
Drysalter High Oourt Pet ie 20 My ie cg 
| CUNNINGHAM, a, High chley. 
Travelling Draper pie xe Pet May 24 Ord 


. N ra tay st 


Dn May ha D 
ICKINS, WILLIAM, oven 
Pet << 


Shoe Manufacturer 


Jeweller Swindon Pet May 
a. aia Pet May 19 Ord May 
e.ms! 
ILLIAM Winches 





| GREENWOOD, JOHN WILLIAM, 
Blackburn Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


YBALL, SIMEON THOMAS, 
Maker ett ‘Deus 5 I May 29 Ord May 31 


HopGEINS, Epwarp Greet, Clifton 
Bristol — Bristol Pet May 9 Ord | 


Homan, WALTER GEORGE, Yeteotey, Jeweller 
Walsall Pet May 22 Ord May 23 

JACKSON, oy Leeds, formerly cones Resume 
Lg B, yt 4 Ord May 29 

| Jongs, REEs, on, nt Ammanford, Carmar- 
then, Woolton ufacturer Swansea Pet 

K ms on kg ea ihend rd. St John’s W 
Ee igh Ona i ’s Wo 
Boot eo h Oourt Pet May 6 ond 


y 30 
URMAN, cgpeal Commercial 
Fobhor. igh Court Pet May 3i Ord 
LANDON, FREDERICK, Paradise st, ge 
Proprietor High Court Pet May 30 


LAvaND THADDAUs JOHN, the Pavement, Olap- 


nkmaker Wandsworth Pet May 21 

Ord May 29 

LAYTON, TLLIAM JOHN, Portsea, Bost Maker 
Portsmouth Pet ‘May. b1 Ord = 

LioypD, JAMES Lay ll, e Pai d, Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet May 10 Ord aioe & 

REYNOLDS, JABEZ, Grosvenor rd, Pimlico, ae 
Tunb Wells ‘Pet A ‘April 1 Ord 

SMITH, Feasersy Oleg s Lanse, Coal Keerchant 
es he yea ay Ord May 

Smira, J. 5 Bor, Wilts. Builder Bath 


Pet May5 Ord Ma: 
SMITH, JOUR, Nottingkasn, Hosier Derby Pet May 
Ord May 80 


30 
S1TacG, ADOLPHUS, and Frank ~~ “ry Steel | 
Manufacturers Sheffield —— May 9 Ord) 


Staffs, Galvanizer 


WELIs, GEORGE = Cornwall road, 
Finavcial Agent. High Court Pet Nov 


May 29 
Wit114Ms, EpwAkrp, Kenfig Hill, nr Bri 
—— Tra 


May veller Cardiff Pet May 27 Ord | 


wrso7, *Joun, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May 29 | 
Ord May 29 
hton. Deser ia | 


Wrrr, WILtiaAM Frepericx, B 


Wor, of Art Brighton Pet May 29 





by 
d, Glam, | ante phe 


— “ at Be bridge-vlace, Bayswater. the 
'RYER.— at Pem yswater. 
wife of G. z. aera, @ - the Inner Temple, barris. 


ter-at-law, of a daughte’ 

PeARsoN. —lMay 98, at West Garth, Malton, Yorks, 
the wife of Hugh W. Pearson, solicitor, of a 
daughter. 

DEATHS, 
Woop.—May 29, at Edinburgh, John Andrew Wood, 


ite " 
29, at Goptne-plane, W.C., Joseph 
Woodcock, citor, aged 79 
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AW.—A Solicitor (Honours) of gord od 
position and i petvate means wishes to Parc’! 
= a Sireeeee: Se small high-class Practice ; liberal 
and highest references offered.— Write, 
| Honours, Mays, 162, Piccadilly. 


AW—Ee 





agement Wantei ina City Office 
—o- accu to aie 
Shorthand ; ’ reference ; 
moderate —LEX, 4, Wilton: red, } Dalston, N. ae 
AW.—Solicitor (Honours 1890), 
desires Engagement as Genera pil. is a busy 


office; London or other large town,—A. 
Rowcroft, Stroud, Glos. 








Merchants 
Saskrapeey biden, Lincola’s inn fields 











VALUATIONS. 


DIAMONDS, PEARLS, SILVER PLATE, & COINS 


ACCURATELY VALUED for PROBATE or otherwise, or PURCHASED for Cash if desired. 


APPOINTMENTS MADE IN LONDON OR COUNTRY. 


SPINK & SON, GOLDSMITHS ano SILVERSMITHS, 


2, GRACECHURCH 


STREET, 


CORNHILL, LONDON, EC. 


Established 1772. Under the Patronage of H.M. the Queen and H.8.H. Prinoe’Louis of Battenberg, K.C.8. 


Telegrams—SPINK, LONDON. 





Telephone 1327. 
















